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ABSTRACT

The military services of the United States provide the Adminis-
tration with trained, deployed, available resources to support U,S.
foreign policy in peacetime, These resources vary in the type of
product involved, the military funotion addressed and the source of
funds to support the operation.

This study develops a three dimensional matrix as a conceptual
framework for reviewing the variety of these activities, which are
referred to as "military interchange." The matrix is then used to
exanine the Mstory of U,S. relations with the Soclalist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, since early 1946,

Following this review, use of the matrix as a planning tool is
demonstrated, to identify possible potential for military interchange
between the U.S. and other East Eurcpean nations.

From the study it is concluded that:

1. The matrix is an effective device for reviewing military

interchange,
2. The matrix shows promise as an aid for strategic planners

4n identifying potential future interchange tasks for the U.S. military.
3. Mlitary interchange has been a regular element in U.S.-

Yugoslav relations since Vorld War II. The types of interchange

used have varied, but some use of this means of supporting U.S. policy

has been available to U.S. policy makers under nearly every set of

international political conditions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION: MILITARY INTERCHANGE
IN PERSPECTIVE

Since the earliest days of the United States, the President has
called upon the military services in peacetime to perform activities
which support the foreign policies of the nation. Although President
Washingt.on cautioned against *entangling alliances" sbroad, no nation
can remain totally isolated from the rest of the world, and the U.S. is
no ezl:ceptiom.1 The pmilitary has played a continuing role as an action
arm of the President in the conduct of foreign relations. The U.S.
armed forces are organized, trained and equipped to fight in defense of
the nation, Yet many military personnel are involved on a day-to-day
basis in contacts with foreign personnel. These conticts often have little
to do with fighting, but do contribute to the development of U,.S, rela-
tions with the foreign nations involved.

Soldlers who never become involved in such international sctivity
often have only a vague idea that such things are taking place, Many
individuals involved in one of these forms of "military interchange®
know only what their own responsibilities are, and have but the vaguest
idea of how their actions fit into the larger picture of U.S. foreign
policy. One purpose of this study is to examine the various elements

1president Washington®s Farewell Address did not argue for total
isolation, He recommended a flexible position of involvement ornly to
serve American goals, without long term commitments., See James D.

Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents, Volume I (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1896) , PP. 222-23,

1



of military interchange and develop some technique to relate these
diverse activities to each other and to the overall foreign policy
effort,

Since World War II, the role of the military in U.S, foreign
policy has expanded considerably, Most American embassies have an
attache from one or more of the military services, Leaders from the
Department of Defense sit on the highest national councils, where
foreign policies are formulated. An extensive system of Military
Assistance Advisory Groups (MAAG's), military missions and military
groups are located in foreign countries to coordinate and administer
various aid and assistance activities that are an important part of
U.S. policles, Each of these efforts requires resources from the mili.
tary. At the operationsl level, the importance of military paxticipation
in all of these varied activities contimies to grow.

In his annual foreign policy report to the Congress, in February,
1970, President Nixon msde two important points that will impact upon
the future role of the United States' military in America's relations
with the nations of Eastern Europe. The President said:

The United States views the nations of East Europe as sovereign,

not as parts of a monolith. And we accept no doctrine which abridges

their right to seek reciprocal improvement of relations with us or
others,

As the postwar rigidity between Eastern and Western Rurope eases,
peoples in both areas expect to see the benefits of relaxation in
their daily lives. These aspirations are fully Justified. - An era
of cooperation in Europe should produce a variety of new relatione
ships not just between governments but between orgamizations,

29,5, President (Mxon), U.S, Fo for the 's

New Strategy for Peace, a Report to the Congress, 18 February 1970
mg'n.c.z Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 1%9.



institutions, business firms, and people in all walks of 14ife,
peace in Burope is to be durable, its foundations mst be broad.

This is a commitment by the President to stand foady to increase the
lqvel and diversity of U.S. relations with these nations. It isa
call to all elements of the United States government to be prepared to
participate in new forms of contset with these East European states,
As one of the traditional elements of U.S. foreign policy operations
sbroad, the military must be prepared to answer this call,

The second point made by the President is implied by what has
coms to be called the MHxon doctrine.” Originally announced by the
President at Guam in the summer of 1969 as the basis for U.S, troop
withdrawals from Vietnam, the Nixon doctrine has been developed as one
of the basic elements of the President's Strategy for Peace., According
to the Secretary of Defense this new doctrine emphasizes:

First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments.

Second, we shall provide a shield if a miclear power threstens

the freedom of a nation allied with us or of a nation whose survival
we consider vital to our security,

ﬁm}%g. in cases involving other types of aggression we shall
sh military and economic assistance when requested and as

appropriate. But we shall look to the nstion directly threatened
to assume primary responsibility of providing the manpower for
its defense,
This new doctrine places limitations on the active combat role
of U.S. forces, particularly in those areas where these forces are not

currently deployed. Further, it increases the emphasis being given to

3u.s. President (Nixon), U,S, Forei for the I'ss
Shaping a Durable Peage, a Report to the Congress, 3 May 1973 %Washington.

D.C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1973), p. 91.
by .s. Secretary of Defense (Laird), "The Foundations of a Strategy

for Peace: The Secretary's Summary* from Secretary of Defensets
Anmal Defense Department Report, Fiscal Year 1973 (Wasn on, D.C.:

Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 21.
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other roles for the militsry as a part of' the forsign policy process, It
stresses the many different capabilities which the military has been able
to develop, and stands as a call to the military to prepare itself to
aot with greater flexibility to further the nation's foreign policy
objectives in peaceful situations, .

The term "military interchange® will be used in this study to
refer to the broad spectrum of military acﬁﬂty in support of foreign
policy. This term is not defined in any current military dictionary.
Other words used to denote some of the related elements, such as "mili-
tary assistance,” fforeign military sales,® "military liaison,? "mili.
tary contacts® and others are accurate foxr their intended purpose, but
none of them are broad enough to include all of the military activity
that supports peaceful foreign policy. For this discussion, military
interchange may be defined as follows:

Any act involving the transfer or exchange of military informa-
tion, goods, or services between military establishments of dif-
ferent govermments, as an element of broader, non-hostile relations
between those governments,

Military interchange is not a formslly structured progranm of
activities, nor is it a well defined system which can be described in
terms of process, inputs and outputs. It is accomplished by many organi-
zations which have other assigned tasks that they consider more important.
Thus, military interchange is largely a peripheral activity for most of
the military. The importance of this type of activity is growing, however,
as the nation turns to a foreign policy based on peace, partnership and a
willingness to negotiate, as has been expressed in the Mixon doctrine.



THE CENTRAL IMPORTANCE OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE

The Nixon doctrine has raised military interchange activities to
a place of central importance in the plans and operations of the U,S.
mlitary establishment, It stresses U.S. support for allies threatened
by internal or localized wars, not by providing combat forces, but
through an active military assistance program, embodied in the concept
of Total Force P].anning.5 Under this concept, described in detail by
the Secretary of Defense in his Fiscal Year 1972 report to the Congress,
the decision on where to spend each defense dollar must be made on the
basis of where 1t will buy the most effective defense and deterrence.

The rationale for military assistance thus rests on s careful cost benefit
analysis in terms of U.S, costs and U.S. benefits, not just U.S. costs
and allied benefits,

The actions necessary to plan and carry out the overseas portion
of such a total force concept all fall within the scope of military inter-
change, as defined in this study, Because of the inereased dependence
on these *‘mon~-fighting" functions, military interchange is likely to
become a part of many more contingency plans for U.S. assistance through-
out the world. Such planning requires an overall appreciation of the
value of the various forms of military interchange, the different types
of products involved in the interchange activity, and the sources of
funding available to support the various activities, This information
1s scattered throughout many sources which are not always available to

the planner in a timely mamner,

5L‘11'd, oD, eit,, P 23.




THE FRAGMENTED NATURE OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE

Military interchange activities are carried out by many different
people, working at many levels within the government. Their operations
are supported by funds from many sources, They deal with different mili-
tary functions. Often there are several activities funded from different
sources and performed by different agencies that could be used to further
U.S. relations in a given situation, but because of the traditional roles
of military organizations and the diversified nature of military inter.
change mansgement within the military services, tids flexibility does not
become spparent until too late, For example, activities of the Dofe;xso
attaches are coordinatsd by the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA).6
Foreign Military Sales are coordinated by the Defense Security Assistance
Agency (DSAA), an agency subordinate to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Internationsl Security Affairs (ASD/ISA).” Military Assistance
Advisory Groups (MAAG's), Military Groups and Military Missions sre
under the control of the Unified Command which has responsibility for
the area to which the MAAG is deployed. Headquarters, Department of the
Army and the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), Army
Materiel Command (AMC), Army Security Agency (ASA) and the Surgecn Gen-
eral are each responsible for coordinating and providing the training

" 6y,3, Department of Defense, tasnt of ctive
5105,32: Defense Attache System (CONFIDENTIAL) (washington, D.C.:

Government Printing Office, 1973).

70.5. popu-tunt of Dofcmu. Department of Defense Directive

POD Poliey sibilities Relating to Security Assis




for foreign military students in Army schools in the United States.®

The U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) is responsible for providing equip-
ment purchased under the Foreign Military Siles program admini stered

by DSAA, and for coordinating the various types of services furnished
under the International Logisties Program.? It is a fractured system,
built up piecemeal over the years, each function added as it was needed
and placed under the mansgement of whichever agency was logieal and
available at the time, That the system has worked as well as it has
since the end of World War ];I is a tribute to the flexibility of the
people involved, not to the organization of the system,

Military personnel who are involved in military interchange must
operate within this fragmented system, and provide the support required
by the current foreign policies of the government. The system must be
coordinated to function as a single unit, particularly from the perspec-
tive of a recipient foreign nation, Military officers can expect several
assignments involving some aspect of military interchange, with duties as
varied as attache, MAAG staff officer, service school instructor teaching
foreign military personnel, or member of an operstional planming team
in the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff., For these ind!vidnala_.
and for others in the military whose contact with military interchange is
even more peripheral, some organized system of looking at the functions of
military interchange is required., One approach to such a system is devel-
oped in this study,

-

U5, Dopartmert of the Arey, prmy fapilation 51050 Trsizing
of Foreign Persorme] by the U,S, Army (Washington, D.C.: The Adjutant

Gm.ral'. OfficO. 19?0). po 1‘2.

7U.S. Department of the Army, Army Regulation 795-20l: General
cles and Princi s for shi anse cles and Services on

a _Sale or loan Basis (Washington, D.C.: The Adjutant General's Office,
1973), p. 3=2.
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THE PROBLEM

This study addresses the use of military resources for foreign
policy operations in non-hostile situations. The problem is twofold.
First, the spectrum of U.S. military interchange will be examined to
develop a matrix for identifying and cataloging these sctivities, This
descriptive framework will be structured in terms of the type of PRODUCT
provided, the basic military FUNCTION involved, and type of FUNDING used
to pay the costs of the activity, Second, this framework will be used
to review the relationship between the United States and the Federated
Socialist Republic of Tugoslavia since World War II. U.S.-Yugoslav rela-
tions have been selected for this study because of the unique position
of Yugoslavia as an East European nation with a Commnist.led goverrment
that has maintained favorable military contacts with the U.S, The utility
of the descriptive matrix can thus be evalusted through the use of a-
specific example,

The insights gained from this review will then be applied to the
problem of using the military interchange matrix as a planmning tool for
fprojecting® or identifying possible future uses for military resources
to support the development of U.S. relations with the other nations of
BEast Europe,

The problen can therefore be formally stated:

in ngxhgiﬁﬁggégwgzgmhu?ﬁgg .&rgg:h‘pﬁgm
their interrelationships and provides a method for identifying pos-
sible future military tasks in new policy situations; is sacha
method useful for snalyzing postwar U,S.-Yugoslav resctions: and
does such a method zid in projecting or identifying future roles

for the U,S. military in developing positive relations with the
nations of East Europe.



SCOPE AND LINTTATIONS

This study will consider as elements of military interchange all
expenditure of militery resources which support U.S. foreign policy
objectives in non-hostile situations, Some activities are mich easier
to measure than others, Specific instances of military sales or grant
ald are not difficult to messure: detailed reports are available in
the classified records of the Defense Department, although seldom men-
tioned in the press. On the other hand, the good will genersted by a
Presidential visit, while easy to document, is diffic;:lt to neasure.
This study attempts to be logical and comprehensive in the types of )
interchange considered possible. It identifies, but mikes no attempt to
be precise in measuring either the costs of military interchange or the
positive benefit derived by ed ther party.

In order to project, or identify potential future roles for
rilitary interchange in other situations, it must be assumed that the
U.S. gévarmont will continue to a military system that is similar in
its missions and capabilities to the present military commrity, and
that the government will continue to desire to use military resources as
one means of supporting U.S. foreign policy. The emphasis placed upon
security assistance by the Nixon Administration in the early 1970's
makes this s relatively safe assumption.

A further assumption in the attempt to project potential mili-
tary interchange into other East European situations is that the United
States will contime to desire improved relations with the separate
nations of East Europe, and that these nations will continue to develop
along lines vhich do not diverge sharply from their long term character-
istic patterns of behavior,
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This study is limited to the role of the military in non-hostile
situations for two reasons, First, the relative importance of the mili-
tary in time of war is very different than in time of peace, This was
cortainly true during periods of total conflict such as World Wars I and
II, but seems to remain true in limited war environments, if the U.S.
experience in Vietnam can be considered typical. Attitudes about using
military power, accounting for the use ot‘uilitary resources and letting
the military leaders have a dominant voice in making mational policies
meke these periods markedly different. Second, and perhaps more to the
point, the kinds of aetiv}.tios that are included in the term *military
mterchanée” are concerned with building friendly relations between
nationg. as opposed to the concerns of short range expediency that are
‘ more typical during hostilities, even among allies. It is in this arema
of long term development of positive relations that U.S. relations with
the nations of East Europe appear to be set, And it is here that the
U.3, military may have a growing role, through military interchange,

One major restriction has limited the information available for
this study. No classified documents have been directly used in develop-
ing the historical dats on U.S.-Iugoslav relations. Specific amounts
of aid, particularly the dollar value of military goods shipped to Yugo-
slavia, are not yet a matter of public record. The research done in
this study has relied heavily on The New York Times for anmouncement
of military interchange activities, This normally provided information
on the timing and general nature of U,S.-Yugoslav military interchange,
but seldom addressed the exact content of thess activities. Enough
examples of military interchange were found to demonstrate the potential
value of the matrix, and to provide insights on the role of milditary
interchange in U.S.-Yugoslav relations since 1946,
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This study will be presented by developing the military inter-
change matrix, applying it to a review of U,S.-Yugoslav relations, and
then demonstrating its application to projecting possible future uses
of military interchange elsewhers in East Europe. Chapter IT begins
with a survey of major studies concerned with aspects of military inter-
change. Appropriate elements are used to develop the military inter-
change matrix, which is described in detail,

Chapters III through V describe the history of U.S.-Yugoslav
uﬂitar} interchange. Chapter III covers the background of the relstions,
including the period during World War IT until the rise of Josip Broe
Tito to a position of official national power in Yugoslavia, This chapter
serves as a background for the period under study, and establishes the
initial conditions for 1:1:.01- discussion. Chapter IV covers the history
of the relationship from March 1946 when Tito came to national power
through the Hungarian uprising in November 1956. Chapter V discusses
the time after the Soviet intervention in Bingary until the end of 1972,
The purpose of these chapters is to describe the history of the U.S.~
Tugoslav relationship in sufficient detail to put military interchange
into the proper historical context, and to provide enough informtion
about specific acts of interchange to associate them with a particular
cell of the matrix,

In Chapter VI the information presented in the previocus chapters
will be evaluated using the matrix, to determine the effectiveness of
this method of analysis, and the insights that can be gained about the
relationship. A graphical techmigue will be used, employing the matrix
to summarize the types of interchange used during different pexiods,
Summary charts are presented in the chapter, with detsiled charts in
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Appendix I. This review will result in a set of general observations
about the viability of the varicus types of interchange in U.S. relations
with Yugoslavia,

Chapter VI will conclude with s speculative effort: an attempt
to apply the military interchange matrix to possible future U,S. rela-
tions with other East European states, One case will be examined in the
text of the chapter to demonstrate the method. Two other examples are
included in Appendix II. These scenarios will not apply every potential
type of military interchange to each of the three nations considered,
nor will they address each progran in detail. The purpose will be to
use the methodology developed in the study as s planning aid, to assist
in identifying possible new military interchange tasks,

The study concludes with Chapter VII, which 43 a sumary of
the findings regarding the concept of "military interchange," the
usefulness of the matrix as a framework for review, and the potential
for using the matrix as a planning tool for future military interchange
in East Europe,



CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY: MILITARY INTERCHANGE AS
A FUNCTION OF GOVERNMENT

In order to develop a utilitarian dpproach to the study of mili-
tary interchange, a comprehensive description of potential means is
required. Most previous studies of military assistance, defense infor-
mation exchange and quasi-diplomatic military activities are restricted
in their ability to satisfy this requirement. A number of kKstorical,
structural/functional, program/budgetary and operationsl studies were
‘consulte‘d in an effort to find a model that would be comprehensive in
its consideration of all identified interchange instrunents, and detailed
enough to permit some projection of possible interchange measures that
might be developed to expand military operations in support of foreign
policy., Most of these studies are based on an analytical or descriptive
frameworic that flows naturally from the data being considered. They do
not provide a conceptual framework for relating the different elements
of existing military interchange programs. In one most important aspect,
these analytical structures do not provide the means for logical projec-
tion from existing interchange efforts to new possibilities that nay
benefit the development of bilateral relations between the U.S. and
other nations such as those of East Europe.

In the discussion which follows the analytical or deseriptive
structures used in a rumber of historical/regional, structural/func-
tional, program/budgetary and operationsl studies will be reviewed.

13
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From these separate elements a military interchange matrix will be

developed which can encompass a1l of the elements of current inter-
change activities,

ANALYTICAL APPROACHES

A study such as this one which attempts to bring together in
some logical manner a nunber of different elements of military activity
vhich have been well described and discussed in official and eritical
literature mst have an analytical approach that is sufficient to the

task, The focus of this study is on the actusl functions of military

interchange as they are carried out. It is a descriptive effort, that
concentrates more on projecting military interchange into new situations
than on dissecting past programs and attempting to compare the relative
effectiveness of one form of interchange over another. The approach
described below draws elements from several typical methods used in deal-
ing with the several aspects of military interchange.

Application of the military interchange model must take into
account the historical context of the bilateral relationship betwsen the
U.S. and Yugoslavia. There are many historical studies of the develop-
nent of military assistance, military relations between nations and the
role of the military in the conduct of foreign affairs, Reports pre-
pared for the President by special comxittees studying military
assistance provided a useful overview of the development of this form
of foreign nﬂ.«!.1

ll‘bo seven reports, in chronoclogical order, with the name of the
senior responsible individual, are:

s.. Report to the President on Economio Poldcles
(Washington, D.C.: Govermment Printing Office, November 1%5. {Gordon

Gray).
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A mumber of descriptions of U.s.-:Yugoalnv relations have tended
to focus on the life and national leadership of Josip Broz Tito, A
mmber of these studies provide good insight into the circumstances
under which military interchange developed,

The historical/regional approach is useful in that it provides
a simple, commonly accepted framework for ordering dats, For the purposes
of projecting new possibilities for intoréhmgo operations it emphasizes
chronological trends and stresses the development of programs based on
past successes, but does not insure that the future enviromment is taken
adequately into account, Factors which permit the projection of new,
different operations for planning are often implicit in historical
studies, Historical analyses frequently imply that the past and present
vill flow smoothly into the future with no major discontimuities,
particularly when the past and present are seen to be successful, In
simple terms, if the history of U.S. relations with Yugoslavia has been

b, Partners in 883 ort to the President the
Internationsl Devel t sory Board Emshclngton. D.C.: Goverrment
Printing Office, March 1951%. (Nelson Rockefeller).

¢. Report to the %ndont and the Congress by the Conexis-
sion on Foreign Economic Policy (Washington, D.C.,: Govermment Printing
Ooffice, Jamuary 1954), (Clarence Randall).

d. Report to the President the President®s Citigen

Advisers on the ﬁ%m Securit an EWuEngFﬁ. D.C.: Government
Printing Office, March 1957), chnjanin Fairless).

., New Emhasis on Economic Devel t Abroad, A Report
to the President of the Umited States, by the International Development
Advisory Board (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, March
1957), (Bric Johnston).

’
g gggort to tho ms:ldont of tho Qnitod States fm the

States Milits ssistance ams (Washington. D.C.:
rnmen n ce, 1 . us Clay).
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good, thers is a strong implication that in the future we should try to
maintain the status quo in order to keep things on an even keel, Since
the history of military interchange between the U.S. and East European
nations other than Yugoslavia is limited, a simple projection of this
sxperience into the future is not likely to reveal nevw roles for the
armed forces of the U.S,

There have been many general Mistorical studies of Yugoslavia
that treat the question of U,S.-Tugoslav relations in general. Robert
Wolff's history of The Balkans in Our Time was one of the more useful,
particularly the two chapters on the Soviet-Yugoslav dispute and the
status of Yugoslavia since the break with the Cominform.? This acoount
of Yugoslav-imerican relations discussed a mumber of incidents of mili-
tary interchange, In a similar mamner, the later study by Georgs W.
Hoffman and Fred Warner Neal provided informstion from nany Yugoslav
sources that were not available during the research for this atudy.3
A number of accounts of the World War II period have been written by
persons who were close to the situation in Yugoslavia., While these are
often exciting, first-hand accounts, they are of limited scholarly
value, since they are not footnoted or cross referenced in any way.
These eye-witness acoounts are an excellent source of insight into the
attitudes of the authors who, in several cases, were leaders in the

oarly Tugoslav partisan movement and close associates of 'r!.to.b A

2Ses Robert Lee Wolff, The Balkans in Our Time (Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1956), Cbapters i1 and 12,

3Goorgs W. Hoffmsn and Fred Warner Neal, Yugoslavia and the New
Commurd sm (New York: Twentieth Century Mund, 1962),

“Ot these several sccounts, those of Pitzroy Maclean are among
the most interesting and useful, Maclean was the British lisison to
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well researched study of the period of th.e break between Tito and Stalin
is Adam Ulan's Titolsm and the Cominform.” Written in 1951, this book
is largely based on historical archives of the League of Commnists of
Tugoslavia (LCY), and mnutes of the Contral Comrttes of the Commumist
Party of Poland, both sources that were not previously availsble in the
west,

Although easier to compile and present than the effort set
forth below, an historical appwoach to the development of military inter-
change between the U.S, and Yagoslavia would be less effective as an
analysis of the military interchange function. History is not naturally
a storehouse of discrete units of data.b The historian must sift through
the evidence left for him, and apply hMs experience to what he finds,
The resulting patterns are either based on the data, and therefore good
historiography, or they are generslly unacceptable as scholarly work,
Because of the emphasis on the past, and the search for trends or curves
that fit the available data well, the historian is not always able to
project from his snalysis into the future, particularly when events are
not progressing smoothly as time progresses, Stanley Hoffman suggests
that *, ., . researcher biss is a positive inventive tool.*? By

Tito during the later portion of World War II, and gives some wivid
descriptions of the nature of military interchange during hostilities.

See Maclean, mrn__mm (London: J. Cape, 1950); Ib‘_?sm
Life and Times of (New York: Harper, 1957); Escape
to Adventure (Boston: Little, Brom and Son, 1950).

Sadan B, Ulam, Titolsm and the Cominfg;g (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1952),

6Stanley Hoffman, w%}gm-w
(Englewood, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1 » Pe 49,

?Mo s P. 171,
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approaching data that has been gathered and assessed from a historical
perspective, and attempting to cast it in a new light, there is a chance
that the insights gained may be useful for projecting possibilities in
the future as well as for understanding the actions of the past, The
military interchange matrix is an effort to develop such a psrspective.

Other studies focus on one or more of the functions of foreign
policy operations, In The Instruments of America's Foreign Policy, H.
Bradford Westerfield discussed military, economic, informational (U.S.
Information Agouoy). and covert (Central Intelligence Agency) actions in
support of imerican foreign pol:!.cy.8 Westerfield covered the role of the
military in support of U.S. foreign policy as primarily a war fighting
capability which could be used, although reluctantly, to oppose the
spread of Communism, or conduct a preventive war that would solve the
problems of the world once, and for all t:ha.g In his discussion of
overt and covert intervention in internal politics of other natians,
Westerfield identifies several additional roles for the military. First,
he discusses the "show of force" by naval and marine forces, such as the
task force that assisted King Hussein of Jordan to maintain his position
in April of 1957.1% A second role 4s the non-violent intervention by
combat forces, such as the U,S, entry into Lebanon, which was less
successful in maintaining the government of President cunaun.n l"imlly.
he covers the more peripheral role of military assistance exemplified by
12 These examples

8y, Bradford Westerfield, The Instruments of American Forei
Policy (New York: Thomss Y. Crowell Company, 1%35.

9Tbid., pp. 173-75. 0114., pp. 477-80.

limd.' w. mhm. lzmido. PP. uzz.ﬁ.

the U.S, support for the 1954 "invasion" of Guatemsla.
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illustrate three possible roles for the military in support of U.S,
foreign policy, but do not place these options in the context of a
complete spectrum of mlitary interchange.
| Applied vithin the military establishment, a structural or funce
tional approach tends to focus on a single organization, and the impact
it has on foreign policy operations. This results in descriptions that
are easy to understand, but difficult to u'ao to emphasize the need for
integration which was discussed earlier, in Chapter I,

A third common spproach is the snalysis of sepirately funded
government programs that result in military operations with foreign
policy significance., Most of these efforts since 1950 have focused on
the Matual Security Program and its successors, the Mlitary Assistance
Program and the Foreign Military Sales Program., Data to support such
studies are generally available, The Department of Defense mist request
funds from Congress anmislly, and the authorizing and sppropriating
process produces analyses and reports in a contimuing stream, Most of
these studies focus on funds that are made svailable under these prograns
for the explicit support of the various military assistance programs,

The special Presidential studies discussed above are, for the most part,
organized along program or budgetary lines. These studies tend to take
on the characteristics of economic analyses, drawing on the analytical
tools of economists such as cost-benefit analysis or evaluation of the
economics of foreign aid versus domestic spending in order to draw con-
clusions about the value of military assistance as a part of foreign aid,
Some of the studies make broad recommendations about the management of
military assistance, For example, in ks assessment of U.S, foreign
economic policies (reported to the President in 1950) Gordon Gray



20
recommended that U.S. aid to Europe be divided so that aid for economic
and military production in recipient countries was separated from direct
assistance to improve the military posture of the redpient.w The
implication was that production assistance mist be part of a long term
plan, while military readiness assistance can not be, This introduces a
flexibility for military interchange, since the military is involved in
both types of aid: long term help to buiid up the ability of s recipient
state to defend itself in the future; and short term help to enable a
recipient state to meet an immediate threat,

Charles Wolfe, in a later analysis of the Military Assistance
Program, follows the same theme by suggesting three questions regarding
sllocations as a logical focus for the study of MAP as an instrument of
foreign policy: (1) What is the most effective allocation of the MAP
budget within a single country? (2) Wwhat is the most effective alloca-
tion of MAP resources among different countries? (3) What is the most
offective allocation of U.S. funds between MAP and other programstl¥
The possible variations of answers to these questions are at the heart
of the military assistance problea from a budgetary or programing
perspective, From the military perspective, U.S. forces will be involved
in interchange activities in the country under study no matter how the
resources are distributed by Congress. Even in countries where the MAP
program has been terminated, such as Yugoslavia, the requirement remsins
to develop positive relations using available resources, Termination
of MAP support may restrict the choice of military interchange means

136ray, op, cit., p. B.

1“Char1u Wolfe Jr., "Military Assistance Programs,® a monograph
by the RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, California, October 1965.
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available, but it is not likely to eliminate the requirement for mili.
tary interchange of some kind, .
This leads to conceptual difficulties, which were clearly recog-
nized and well stated in a specisl Senate study in 1957:

Assistance to America's friends and allies can tako_xum forms,
and it is impossible to go far in discussing military aid programs
vithout encountering problems of definmition in distinguishing these
types of aid from one another. The terninological confusion springs
in part from the close inherent relationship of the military force
of a country to its economic productive base., The more one allows
one’s thinking to become compartmentalized so that one thinks of
"econonic assistance” being for economic ends and *military

assistance" for military ends, the greater the likelihood of nage

nifyixitg a distinction which may be greater in fors than in func-
tion,

These problems of definition remain today. They are abetted
within the military establishment by the division of responsibility for
military interchange activities smong many offices and agencies, sup-
ported by resources from many programs, The military interchangs matrix
developed below is an attempt to separate the types of aid by viewing
them from an operationsl perspective without losing sight of the overall
impact of these activities on the success of U.S, foreign policy,

The anmual DOD presentation to Congress in support of the Mili-.
tary Assistance Program cutlines five primary military interchange func-

tions;

15y,s, Congress, Senate, Special Committee to Study the Foreign
Aid Program, Forei d am: 1lation of Studies and 8
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1957 ¢+ Pe 914,
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1, TIdentifying military assistance and foreign military sales
requirements;

2, Developing and implementing military assistance and foreign
military sales arrangements;

3. Assisting in materiel transfer;

4, Providing training assistance; and 6

5. Giving advice on military capcu-at.:i.ons.1
These functions are all part of the overall military interchange effort,
but not the only activities that fall into this category.

Not all program-oriented analyses 'of military assistance are
positive. In The Arrogance of Power, written in 1966, Senator Fulbright
condexms military assistance in general for providing weapons and train-
ing that are used against the best interests of the United States:

We are sustaining over three million non-fighting men along the
borders of Russia and China who do guard duty while American soldiers
fight in Vietnam, One wonders whether some of the countries which
maintain these forces would not be more stable and secure today if
much of the money spent on srmaments over the years had been used
instead for development and social reform,17

Based on this liberal, generally anti-military observation, the U.S.
supports oppression and gets no help from these foreign "mercenaries.
Viewed from this narrow perspective of formally funded military assist-
ance, and drawing upon selected examples, this condemnation has gained a
measure of general popularity, The condemnation is not as easy to sup-
port when military assistance is analyzed in the broader context of mili-
tary interchange, where military assistance is not given for military

ends alone,

The fourth general category of studies, the instrmumental or
operational approach, does provide a helpful range of activities, A

160.8. Department of Defense, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Security Assistance, "Congressional Presentation, FY 1974,%
. 10,

175, wlliam Fulbright, The Arrogance of Power (New York: Randon
House, 1966)0 Pe 230,
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recont study of military commitments abroad by Roland A. Paul identifies
seven categories of military interchange action:

1. Security treaties;

2, Security sgreements (unratified);

3. Unilateral declarations;

4, Stationing of U.S. troops;

5. Moral commitwments;

6. General (cultural) identification; and

7. Accretion of small supportive efforts,18

These categories demonstrate the i-angc of military involvement
in foreign policy during non~hostile conditions. They imply a flexibility
that may at best benefit the military interchange plamer, or at least
complicate his task., For example, the first category, treaty agreements,
require Congressional ratification, widle the second does not. These
both demand agreement by the recipient nation, while the third does not,
The fourth category commnicates a level of commitment by the United
States to the agreement that may not be signaled by an agreensnt or
declaration alone, Moral commitment, such as the U.S. demonstxrated with
regard to Israel following the 1967 "Six-Day War,” and the category of
general identification (which might be inferred from the history wiich
the United States shares with those Western Puropean mations that do not
belong to NATO) may not invelve active military interchenge, but do re-
quire planning if they are ever to be used as a coordinated part of mili-~
tary support of U,S, foreign policy., For example, the U.S. conld not
support the Swiss, or the Austrians, if they requested it, without prior
planning. Several of these categories may bind the U.S, government in a
manner not desired, as when contimued small acts of assistance to an

unpopulir government develop pressure within the U,S. govermment to

18Roland A, Paul, jpmerican @t_&;; Commitments Abroad {(New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1973), pp. 0-11.
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support a recipient government whoase internal policies are no longer
consonant with popular porccpf:ion of American values. This unconfortable
dilerma leads to the charges of government "arrogance* toward the common
people of the United States and the recipient mation alike,

Another attempt to identify the roles of the military in inter-
national affairs was completed by Thomas H, Tackaberry in 1966 as a U.S.
ATay War College thesis, General (then Lieutemant Colenel) Tacksberry
identifies ten types of projects where military persomnel carry out U.S.
foreign policy:

1. Mlitary Assistance Program;

2. Mlitary schooling for foreigners, in the United States, and

overseas;
2. International alliances; .
» Overseas forces and bases;
5. Quasi-diplomatic roles, i.e., attaches;
6. Civic action by U.S. forces;
7. Civil Affairs advice and sdwindistrative assistance;
8. Counterinsurgency operations;

0. Hewad prosmce B ™

This group of military interchange roles shows a variety not
found in previcus studies, Unfortunately, the study was designed to
svaluate the potential effectiveness of military persommel in thess roles,
but not to provide a planning tool or a structure for comparative analysis,

The military interchange structure discussed below is an attempt
to overcome two problems: the dilemma created by narrov perspectives of
military involvement in foreign policy operations; and the lack of a
flexible planning tool that provides for projection of future potentials
for military interchange in new or expanding situations,

19Thouss E. Tacksberry, "u.s.' Military Personnel: Instrummtali-
ties of Foreign Affairs" (Carlisle, Pennsylvania: U,.S. Army War College,
8 April 1966), pp. 1135 passim,
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® ANALYTICAL, FRAMEWORK

The approaches discussed in the pmoding'section all have some
contributien to make to the study of military interchinge. However,
they do not foous on the one issue wihich 1ies at the heart of this
study: where can the role of military interchange be expanded into
new techniques to support U.S. foreign policy? One wmethed common to
political science researchers that does focus on the problem of project-
ing new activities within an existing framework is the technique noraally
reforred to as coding. Coding is the classification of varisbles into
2 musber of classes or categories for the purpose of tntlylil.. If two
or more variables are examined, the possible combinations of the classes
of these variables can be represented as a matrix. Thus, the considera-
tion of two variables of military interchangs, such as "type of inter-
' change product® and "category of military activity" would result in a
two dimensional matrix, A study of mlitary interchange involwing three
or more variables could be represented in a similar mamer, although when
more than three varisbles are involved, graphical representation becomes
difficult, and usually not worth the effort., G. David Garson estiblishes
the following criteris for good coding:
1. The code must serve the purposes of the researcher. This is
the overriding criterion,
2. The coding should avoid having too large a proportion of the
observations fall into any one class,
3. The code should be comprehensive, so that all cbservations
fal1 into some class.

4, Classes should nogomrhp. so that any observation will
fall into only one class,

20, David Garson, Handbook of Political Science Methods (Boston:
Holbrook Press, 1971), p. 76,
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As an analytical technique, codixig hes several drawbacks, First,

the classes or ranges of variables must be comprehensive, and this is
often difficult to establish, In this study, the varisbles used
represent the ranges of options cbserved; the 1imits established for
the variables are justified below to establish their full range vithin
the scope of the study. Second, the problem of avoiding overlap is
difficult., In the discussion below, the éategor:los of each varisble
sre carefully defined so that actusl parameters are included while insur-
ing that each category is unique, Finally, coded data is often not of
a high enough level to permit arithmetic analysis of the results, Since
actual levels of military interchange activities are often classified
for security reasons, measurable intensities are not available, The
instances described in this study are nominal dats, which do not permit
the use of cost-effectiveness, relative benefit or other more quantita-
tive forms of tmlys:!.a..z1 The purpose of the study is not to Judge the
effectiveness of military interchange as compared to any other form of
foreign policy operation, but to identify possible applications of mili.
tary interchange to that foreignm policy. Quantitative snalysis is not
essential within the context of this paper. Once such potentials for
interchange have been identified and described, the decision of whether
or not to employ them will undoubtedly be preceded by a more quantita-
tive anslysis based on careful cost estimates and more precise informa-
tion than is currently available,

21mne order in which nominal data are listed has no connection
with the relative value of individual items., Number "{¥ is mot nece
essarily better or worse than number #10.% A nominal listing signifies
only that items are different. See Garson, op, cit., pp. 77-78.
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There is one major advantage to the form of coding which makes
it a particularly useful form of analysis for this study, If the
variables are selected properly and the classes within those variables
sre comprehensive as discussed above, then the matrix which results
may contain cells which are possible combinations of the variables that
are not in public use today. If such a cell exists, and if the condi-
tions of the military interchange environment are favorable, the analysis
may lead to a new potential for interchange which could improve the
flexibility of military support for U.S. forsign policy.

STRUCTURING THE MILITARY INTERCHANGE FUNCTION

~ Several approaches to bringing order to this varied collection

of tasks have been considered. The method described here is based on
three characteristics of military interchange which are well known in
isolation. When these characteristics are considered togsther, they
provide both a framework for description of present military interchange
activities and a structure for projecting possible interchange for the
future, The characteristics used are: the type of military intere
change product involved; the military function of that product; and the
source of funding support for the product. These will be arranged slong
the axes of a three dimensional grid to form the military interchange
matrix, as indicated in Migure 2,1,



lypical mdlitary
interchange event

NOTE: This simplified matrix shows
the relationship of the three
major variables, Each mili.
tary interchange event will
be described in terms of the
type of PRODUCT, military
FUNCTION and type of FUNDING
involved,

Fig'uro 2.1
TYPE OF FRODUCT

Perhaps the essiest characteristic for differentiating various
interchange events is the type of product involved. Tils might be
described as the subject of the interchange: it _is that which one nation
desires and the other nation provides during the process of interchange.
Four categories of product will be used in this model: information, goods,
services and representation, In every instance of military interchange
one of these products is involved, no matter what military function 4s
being addressed, or how the interchange is financed.

The first category, information, can be defined as follows:

Information for military interchange is any document, writing,
plcture, plan, prototype or other commurication, written or oral,
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which relates to any military functit;n and is communicated between
govermments,22

- Information is provided through a mmber of programs, Unclas-
sified information on equipment, procedures and tactics is taught to
allied students at U.S, service schools, U.S. Army regulations and
field manuals are sold or given to friendly foreign nations, Inter-
national agreements to cooperate in the assembly, repair, maintenance,
or operation of defense equipment involve information exchange between
the nations involved, Classified military information may be exchanged
vith foreign nations, when such disclosure supports overall U.S. poliey.
Procedures governing such disclosures are monitored by the Natiomal
Mlitary Inf&mtion Disclosure Policy Committese, under the supervision
of the ASD/ISA. Once approved, this activity can take place within
many military agencies, from attache offices and sadvisory groups to
combined command staffs and U.S. service schools,

Military interchange goods, the second category of procducts,

can be defined as follows:

Goods for military interchange include any wespon, muni tions,
sircraft, vessel or other implement of war; or any property, instale
lation, material or equipment used to provide -ﬂigry assi stance;
or any item or supply used to service these goods,

Goods for military interchange include the tanmks, aircraft,

small arms and ammnition provided to a foreign country under the Mili-

tary Assistance Program, or sold under the Foreign Military Sales

224,5, Department of the Army, Army Regulation 795-204: Policies

and Procedures for Furnishing Defense Articles and gervices on a Loan
Basis (Washington, D.C,: Headquarters, Depsrtment of the Army, Ooctober

1973), p. G4, provided the basic definition. (Hereafter referred to as
AR 795-204.)

23mhis definition is derived from the defimition of defenss
articles, See Tbid.
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Program, This category also includes food for a foreign army, clothing
‘ or individual equipment for soldiers, and raw mterials needed by the
foreign country to manufacture militsry articles in their own produce
\ tion facilities,

Services used as military interchange produots, the thixd
category, are not difficult to identify,
Military interchange services include any test, inspection,
ropair, training, publication, by military related facilities of
one nation to support the military services of another; and any
purchase of goods or services by the military forces of one natjon
that assists the economic or productive capability of another,2
This category includes the msintensnce of jet sircraft now
owned by a foreign country using U.S. military msintenance teams, It
includes agreements that permit foreign nations to requisition parts
through the U.S, logistics system, It includes the purchase by the U.S.
. military of ammnition, or foodstuffs, or even quarters furniture from 2
foreign nation in such a manner that the economy or the productive
capability of the manufacturer is helped. For example, at various tines
since 1951 the U.S, has purchased artd.lleri ammrition, navy minesweepers,
fresh meat and household furniture from Yugoslav producers, These sctions
would be considered services regardless of who was benefited in Yugo-
slavia, since in each case U,.S, military resources were used in the

interchange.

The fourth category of military interchange products is repre-
sentation, Representation is not normally considered part of the U.S.
militery assistance program, and is not as carefully defined in militery

® Pmaq,
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regulations as the other products. For the purposes of this study, the
‘ follo}iing defimition will be used:
In military interchange, representation is the personal contact
_between representatives of the nations involved that fosters ine
creased trust and confidence, improved coordination of effort, or
nore complete understanding between the states.

Representation is normally thought of as the function of high
level government representatives and defenmse attaches. Alfred Vagts,
in his seminal work on the history of military attaches, mentions
Trepresentation as one of the basic duties of the attache or liaisen
officer from one military service to that of another nation.2’ Since
the nation's inception, military representatives of the Pregident of
the United Ststes have been used to represent the government in foreign
policy matters, Early during President Washington's administration,
there was reason to send a reliable, official, yet informsl repre-

o sentative to Lisbon to determine the proper grade for the emissaries
| to be exchanged when the U.S. and Portugsl estsblished diplomstic
relations. Colonel David Rumphries wvas sent %, . . in a private
character . . ." to conduct the preliminary negot:l.lﬁ.ons.zs In 1820,
President Monroe sent Commodore William Bainbridge to command the
Mediterranean Squadron. His representational mission was to sound out
the Turkish government on the feasibility of entering into a treaty

with the United States. The mission wvas successfully completed, and

25Vagts lists planning and coordination, advice, momitoring use
of aid and representation as the basic functions of the lisison of ficer
(or military interchange operator) throughout history., See Alfred Vagts,
The M4 Attache (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967),

Pe &,

26Hom-y Merriet Wriston, Executive s in can Forei
. Relstions (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 19293. PO, 31217.
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® Bainbridge was later praised for his skill in dealing with a very wary
Turkish gmrmont.z"

As used in this study, representation does not include the inter-
change of information, goods or services, Thus, in many situations,
representation 4s sn adjunct to some other form of 1ntcrcbméo product.,
There are, of course, purely representational interchanges, such as the
friendship visit to Yugoslavia inm 1956 by Vico Admiral Charles R, Browm,
Comander of the U.S. Sixth Fleet.?

The four categories of product involved in military interchange
are shown along one axis of the matrix in Figure 2.2,
MILITARY INTERCHANGE MATRIX
PRODUCTS
. Infcr.ﬁﬁon....-.

M'.onooooooooo
Services.cceeeses

QAo e

" Representation...

NOTE: In this version of the
matrix the PRODUCT
variable has been sub.
divided into the four
categories that will be
used in this study,

Figure 2.2

271dd., pp. 320-21,

Zvyice Adniral Brow's visit to Split, Yugoslavia, in the sumer
of 1956, was an apparent sttampt on the part of the U.S. admintstration
to soften the blow of & major Congressional restriction on U.S. military

. assistance for Yugoslavia. See The New York Times, 8 August 1956, p. 7.
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TYPE OF FUNCTION

The second characteristic used to describe military interchange
is the military function involved in the event, Four functioms,
familiar to anyone with a military background, have been selected:
personnel, intelligence, operations and logistics. These are the
functions that form the basis for the separation of staff responsibili-
ties into major functional areas. Although the definitions for these
funetions are wll known, and the terms themselves are nearly self
explanatory, the following definitions are included to insure a common
basis for the discussion that follows,

The personnel function in military interchange can be defined
as fonM:

Personnel functions include the management and execution of all
matters concerning the health and welfare of personnel, and the
organization of military personnel into units,

This function includes providing food for the Yugoalav mili tary
forces from U.S. supplies, or the provision of smergency medical
supplies, equipment or services from military reserves for disaster
relief, In general, this function contains military interchange events
concerned with the maintenance of unit strengths, personnel and manpower

managenent, development and maintenance of morale, health services,

29The definition for each of the military interchange funotions

was developed from the DOD Dictd of and Associated Terms,
and the U.S. Army Field Marmual 101-5: sStaff anisation and odure,
Applicable concepts were taken from both of these publications to de.
velop a definition suitable for this study, See U.S. Department of
Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS Publication ctionary of Mili~
tary and Associsted Terms (Washington, D.C.: The Joint Chiefs of Staft,

anuary I'ter referred to as JCS Pub 1); and U.S. Depart-
ment of Army, Meld Manual 101.5: Staff Organisation and Procedure
(Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of Army, July 1972 (here-

after referred to as 'M 101-2).
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maintenance of discipline, law and order, &ependent affairs and general
admini strative duties,30

Intelligence is the second military interchange fumstion. It
is defined in the same mammer that it is used throughout the U,S. milie
tary:

The intelligence function includes the collection, evaluation,
anslysis, integration and interpretation of all informition cone
cerning one or more aspects of foreign countries or areas, which
is immediately or potentially significant to the development and
execution of plans, policies and operations,’i

Intelligence has been a basic part of the military 1nforch¢ngo opera-
tions since the earliest times, Vagts begins his study by onphaaizin;
the historic origins of the attache's function: #Observation of the
armed forces of a foreign country, their readiness or unreadiness for
war, and the country"s war power in general, . . ."32 The trading of
information about third countries by attaches is also common in history,
and was an important part of British interchange with the Yugoslav
Partia;ns during World War IT. FM 10i-5 includes the use of intelligence
and information; counterintelligence; and intelligence traiming,33

These tasks are consistent with the DOD defirmition, and will be used

with it in the study of military interchange,

The third military interchange function, operations, is defined

as follows:;

Xm¢ 104-5, p. 4-2,
ycs pub 4, p. 157,
32yagta, op, eit., p. 3.
33pM 1015, pp. 43 to Uk,
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Operations functions include the cai-rying oui of a strategic,
tactical, training or administrative military mission. This includes
the process of carrying on combat, including movement on the battle- °
field, attack, defense 526 other maneuvers to galn the objective of
any battle or campaign,
This includes mich of the military assistance between the U.S,
and Yugoslavia during the period under study. The provision of tanks
and aircraft, the training of Yugoslav personnel as pilots in U,S,
facilities, and the visits of American gonords to Yugoslav maneuvers

are all examples of interchange involving the operational function.

The final category of military interchangs functions is logis.
tics, which will be defined as follows for the purposes of this study:
Logistic functions include planning for and carryimg cut the
movement and maintenance of forces, This inciudes design and
development, acquisition, maintsnance, disposition, of utoﬁol,
and construction, operation, and disposition of facilities.
Logisties functions can include engineer assistance to develop
roads, repair services to msintain tanks or aireraft, or logistics

management training for foreign officers in U.S. schools.

The developing military interchange matrix is shown in Figure 2.3,
For clarity, the charactor;stics on the "Product" axis wixich were pre.
viously discussed are indicated by an abbreviation,

Using this two dimensional matrix, it is possible to begin to
see the distribution of familiar types of military interchange, Pigure
2.4 is included to clarify the idea of the matrix, before proceeding to
develop tho third dimension of funding, The interchange events shown

45cs pub 1, p. 216,
3 de, Pe 1780
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in Figure 2.4 are not all found in the history of U.S.-Yugoslav rela-
tions. They are, however, all possible types of interchange under t.ho‘
proper conditions, '

This sample military interchange matrix begins to show the pos-
sible varisty of means availsble to assist in carrying out U,S. foreign
policy. For the officer assigned to a MAAG or attache's office, such
& catalogue of possible actions could serve as an aid in idetifying
projects that would meet the desires of the host country while remaining
within the capability of the U.S. to provide, The separate entries in
sach cell of the matrix are not the only activities of that type that
might be possible in a given situation, Most of them have not been used
in the U.S,-Yugoslav relationship. They are meart only to show the
goneral type of military interchange that is suggested by this matrix
approach,
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The blank cell in Figure 2.4 under #Intelligence Representaticn®
11lustrates one potential for using the matrix as an aid to planring.
Although no interchange activity of tiis type has been identified, it
is possible that a bilateral agreement for intelligence liaison or future
intelligence training would meet a need in one country and be witiin the
capability of the other to provide. The act of coneluding the treaty,
and all of the discussion and planning that Md be required to dewelop
it could have an important positive effect on relations betwesn the two
countries involved, quite ssparate from the liaison or training itself,

M1litary interchange is not a one-wsy street, Thers is nothing
in this concept that requires the U.S, to give and some other nation to
tgko in every instance, By definition, military interchange is a two-vay
flow of products or funds, Although mich interchange is funded by one
nation or the other and conducted on s sale or loan basis, some inter-
change activity, particularly in the categories of information and repre-
sentation there is a sigmificant amount of barter or trading, as will be
seen from a more detailed consideration of the history of U,S,~Yugoslav
relations,

Although the matrix as depicted obviously has some utility, it
does not consider one major variable that affects military interchange in
a basic mammer, the source of funds to support the activity. Thls varisble
can be introduced by the addition of the third axis to the mtrix, to
enable distinguishing among the different methods of paying for milytary
interchange activity,

TYPE OF FUNDING SOURCE

In general, funds to support military interchsnge come from three
different sources: the resources of the recipient nation; the resources
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of the donor nation that are specifically allocated for foreign aid;

and the resources of the donor nation that are allocated for the opera-

tion of the donor natien's military forces. In other words, in every

instance of military interchange, either the recipient buys, or the donor
pays with foreign aid funds, or the donor uses military forces in being,

| and pays through the funds set aside for running the milttary, BEach of

‘ these sources of funds has certain natriet.'_t_ohs or constraints sur-

‘ rounding its use, Recipient nations are often not willing or able to buy
some forms of military interchange, For example, sophisticated Jot air.
oraft may be a desirable weapons system from the perception of a small
nation with well armed neighbors, but they nay be too expensive for the
recipient to afford., _

‘ Foreign aid funds are often appropriated for specific projects,

| . and cannot be spent for other forms of assistance that develop after

‘ the funds have been set aside, In the United States, the Congress has
been particularly vigilant in monitoring where foreign aid funds are
spent, and restricting the amount of support availsble as a means of
influencing the course of foreign aid. The kstory of U,S.-Yugoslav
relations since World War IT is dominated by the ocontinuing struggle
between the Congress and Administration within the United States over

the use of foreign aid funds for assistance to Yugoslavia,

Funds appropriated for military operations are not as sasily
moni tored by Congress, because of the nature of their use in mdlitary
interchange. If, for example, the President orders the U.S. Army to
send a military mission to Yugoslavia ona temporary basis to conduct
training for the Yugoslavs, the cost of paying, feeding, transporting

‘ and maintaining the mission can be met from funds appropriated for the
maintenance and training of the members of the military mission. The
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personnel would be paid and fed no matter where they were assigned for
duty, and commanders have a relatively wide latitude in assigning
personnel in whatever way is necessary to accomplish the mission. As
the detsiled discussion of U,S.-Yugoslav military interchange will
demonstrate, there have been many instances where the President has used
this flexibility to respond to Yugoslav needs with military interchangse
means that are available, in spite of rostriciions imposed by Congress.
In order to describe the differences anong these three types of mili-
tary interchange funding each of them will be defined and described
briefly,

The first type of funding, by the recipient nation, is defined
as follows for the purposes of this study:

Recipient nation funding includes all transsotions paid for by
the recipient, regardless of the type of product or mdlitary func-
tion involved, without regard to the source of funds within the
recipient nation,

Resources may become available to the recipient nation through
internal taxation, profits from state owned industry or from loans from
some international agency such as the Export-Import bank., These funds
oan be used to purchase infornation, goods or services from a donor
government, or from some private mamfacturer as arranged through the
donor government. These transactions, known as foreign military sales,
are licensed by the State Department in the U.S. in order to provide a
means of control over the flow of strategic informtion and mterials
to potential opponents of the United States. In cases of comsercial
sales, the military is often involved only in the inmitial stages of
identifying the recipient's needs and assisting in the initial arrange-
ments, Once the ssles contract has been completed and the goods begin

to flow, there 15 little military involvement in some usos.. For example,
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if Yugoslavia were to contract with an Amor:{cm asrospace mamfacturer to
purchase helicopters (a hypothetical but not unlikely situation) the
military attaches in Belgrade would be more involved in the initial
negotiations than in the later delivery activities. This is not neces-
sarily better or worse than if the Yugoslavs purchased from the U.S. Air
Force, but it provides fewer opportunities for military contribution to
the relations between the two countries, |

There are thres instances of cash sales where the military is
deeply involved: initial delivery through military supply channels;
routine resupply through military chamnnels; and storage and moderniza-
tion of material in the military supply system. In each instance, the
rgeipiont, Yugoslavia for example, agrees to pay the U.S. goverment in
dollars, in order to have access to the U,S. supply system for certain
types of goods or services, These agreements are known as "foreign
military sales arrangements,” and are described in detail in U.S, mili-

tary rogulat.j.ons.36

The second type of funding is through monies appropriated by the

donor nation for the specific purpose of foreign aid:

Forelgn aid funding includes all transsctions paid for by the
donor with funds made available through specific Congressional
appropriation for foreign aid,

Funds in this category are provided by Congress primsrily through

the annual process of revising the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (as

anonded) (FAA) and the Foreien Military Sales Act of 1968 (FMsA).>7

Hsee AR 795-208, p. G-

71hese acts are codified in Chapter 22 and 39 of Title 10,
United States Code,
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These acts establish programs for grant aid, loan of military goods and
services, the outright gift of excvess goods under certain conditions,
and so called "supporting assistance,” which aids the recipint in some
way that allows him to divert Mis owm resources to military uge.

Grant aid formed the basis of most U.S. military assistance
offorts after World War II. Becauss grants were outright gifts that
wers never repaid, Congress has traditionally been concerned that the
recipients were contributing to the security of the United States in
some way, Through the years, Congress has placed many restrictions on
what form grant aid might take, and which nations could receive it. In
1964, for example, sid to nations trading with Cubs was prohibited.

Four years later this restriction was extended to nations trading with
North Vietnam, Congress has also. specified that goods furmished through
grant aid must be used only by the nmation to which they are given, that
training services can be offered to military recipients only if 2 program
to educate civilians is also in effest with the recipient, and that grant
sid be reduced, then terminated as soon as possible.®

Provisions for loaning military goods and services were estabe
lished in the 1973 version of the FAL. These liws permit the President
to loan equipment or detail persomnsl to assist any friendly government;
the recipient of the loan must return the equipment and pay for any
dcproe:lation.” Loans are nearly as restricted as grant sid, except that
equipment to be loaned is often on hand in military stockpiles,

Brhe details of the restrictions imposed in the FIA and FMSL ave
mich more complex than these examples can portray. Details can be found
in: 22 U.S.C. 2313; 2319; 2320; 2321a. - :

Punited States, 933 Congress, st Session, Foreign Assistance jct
of 1973 (27 November 1973), Section 12.
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Gifts of excess articles are no less restricted than loans or
grant aid, 1In this form of foreign aid funded assistance, the military
service which gives excess goods to a foreign nation is reimbursed from
funds appropriated for the Military Assistance Progran. Excess goods
are thus subject to the same restrictions placed on grant aid, There
is one advantage here, however, Like goods to be loaned, excess goods
are often immediately available, particularly during periods when the
donor is undergoing a reduction in the size of the nilitary, or a modern~
ization program, This availability of materials pernits very rapid
response to requests for assistance, if excess goods can be used. Excess
goods, like grant aid, are not paid for by the recipient, which perxits
giving assistance of this type to nations that could not afford to Py
for the materiel,

In addition to funds appropriated for xilitary assistance, other
funds set aside by the U,S. Congress to aid a foreign nation can have a
positive impact on military readiness. For example, if the U.S, govern-
ment agrees to loan dollars to Yugoslavia so that other dollars held by
the Yugoslavs can be used to buy weapons, then Tugoslav military readi-
ness has been indirectly supported through U.S, aid. This mechani am of
pProviding *security supporting assistance" is authorized on a 1inmited
basis under the 1973 version of the FAA, and can be an important element
of the total progran of military interchange.

To summarize foreign aid funding briefly, there are three Pro=
grans for chameling monies appropriated by the Congress into mili tary
assistance: grant aid (either directly for military use or for mupport
of the recipient economy so as to permit recipient expenditare for mili-
tary preparedness); loans of goods or services; and gifts of excess goods
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to the recipient, Each program has its own strengths and wesknesses,
howsver they all are bound by restrictions imposed by the U.S. Congress.
In the case of U,S.~Yugoslav military interchange, Congressional restric-
tions have eliminsted tis type of funding for military interchange
activity for mich of the period since World War II,

The third type of funding of military interchange is through
appropriations made for the routine operation of the military forces:

Military funding includes all information, goods, services and

representation supported through the operating budget of the mili-
tary services of the donor nation.

The activities of military attaches fall under tiis funding type.X
Since much of the work done by attaches is directly concerned with mili-
tary interchange in some form or another, their salaries can be con-
sidered one of the costs of the military interchange effort, and a cost
borne by the military service of the donor nation.

The presence of military personnel or units in a foreign country
is a situation with military interchange significance, The U.S. milie
tary forces stationed in Germany provide an important component of the
U.S. investment in the defense of Rurope, In May, 1973, President Nixon
observed that:

The conditions of this decade require the United States to maine

tain substantial forces in Europse, . . . In light of the present
strategic balance and of similar efforts by our allies, we will

4Oynger current practices, all military personnel assigned to
attache duties are patid from the same appropriation for military PRy and
allowances as all other military persormel. Civilian employees in attache
offices are paid with funds provided from State Department and Defense
Department operating and masintenance budgets on an equal share basis,
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not only maintain but improve our forces in Europe and will not 4
reduce them unless there is reciprocal action by our sdversaries. 1

The U.S. troops in Furope comprise a major component of American foreign
policy in that ares, Therefors, they are an important form of mlitary
interchange, and have a large role to play in the development of positive
relations between the United States and the host nation. This is a type
of military support for U.S. foreign policy that is funded by the military
budget.

SUMMARY

With the definition of the elements on each axis of the matrix,
the variety of military interchange means can now be represented scho-

matically. Figure 2.5 shows the types of military interchange product,
function and funding. .

MILITARY INTERCHANGE MATRIX
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able Peace, A Report to the Congress (3 May 1973), p. 64, _




As discussed earlier, this matrix has been developed to serve
two related functions: to assist in understanding the relationship
between the diverse forms of military interchange between the United
States and a recipient nation in the past; and to project (but not
predict) the potential for military interchange in future U.S, inter.
national relations, The discussion in the three chapters immediately
following addresses the first task. The scenarios in Chapter VI and
Appendix II are designed to address the second,

4



CHAPTER III

THE UNITED STATES AND THE SOUTH SLAVS:
DEVELOPMENT OF RELATTONS

From a rather theoretical discussion of the potential role of
military interchange in the foreign relations of the Undted States, the
discussion now turns to the review of a specific example of tihds xrole,
Instances of U.S. military contact with the Yugoslavs have been reported
from time to time in the press, The importance of Allied support to
Tugoslav guerrillas who were fighting German forces during World War IT
is noted 'by kstorians, In order to review instances of military inter-
change since World War II in more detail and place them in the framevork
of possible uses of military resources to support foreign relations, a
review of the development of U.S.-Yugoslav relations is necessary,

Military interchange between the United States and Yugoslavia
since 1945 has been strongly influenced by past Yugoslav-imerican con-
tacts, This discussion of recent Yugoslav history is not designed to
be 2 detailed review of the history of the Balkan region, or a full
survey of Yugoslav-Americsn relations since the formstion of a Yugoslav
Kingdom following World War I.l Such a detailed review is beyond the
scope of this study, A brief review will serve to highlight the factors

1Thres useful studies of the overall development of the Yugoslav
state are: Robert Lee Wolff, The Balkans in Our Time (Cambridge: Hare

vard University Press, 1956); George W, Hoffman and Fred ¥arner Neal,
oslavia and the New Comminism (New York: Twentieth Century Fund,

1962); and U of Pamphl et = a_Handbook
b o avia (Washington, D.C.: Goverrment Printing Office, 1971
hereafter referred to as DA Pam 550-99).

k7
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in the cultursl and political history of the South Slavs that affected
relations with the United States in general, and the military's role in
those relations in particular,

. The Balkan peninsula, with Yugoslavias at its center, has a long
kistory of diversity and dissension, The land itself contributes to
this history: Yugoslavia contsins s mumber of different geographic
regions, The fertile basin of the Damube :l; separated from the
Dalmatian coast by jumbled, rugged mountains which themselves form
several distinct regions, The steep peaks and narrow valleys between
them have served to isolate the people of one region from those of the
others, This geographic phenomenon has supported the political frag-
mentation and parochislims that has hampered efforts to unify the
peninsula, and has made the term "Balkanize® a part of the common vocab-
ulary of ]mlitics.2 The peoples who have settled in this region have
come from different backgrounds, at different times throughout history.
They have tended to preserve their differences rather than blending
into a single amalgamated culture, This has resulted in a cultural
diversity within Yugoslavia, which is one of the major internal factors
affecting Yugoslav participation in international relatioms.

YUGOSLAV DIVERSITY

Yugoslavia is so diverse as to challenge brief description. To
11lustrate the variety with which the United States must deal in rela-
tions with this small state, it can be said that Yugoslavia has:

zndfm and N.llp Q: O’.t.. Pe 11.




7 Neighbors,

Republics,
5 Indigenous Nationalities,
4 Religlous or Ethical Systems,

3 Official Languages,
2 Alphabets, and
1 Unifying Political lLeader~-Tito.
Although this series of characteristics is too orderly to fit exactly,
it does form s useful outline for discussing the basic nature of the

Yugoslav state,

Seven Neighbors. In addition to its more than $200 miles of
coastline on the Adriatic Sea, Yugoslavia is bounded by Italy, Austria,
Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Greece and Albania. In the northwest, the
Italian border has long been a source of contention., The dispute with
Italy over the Fiume (Rijeka) area was never ssttled to Yugoslav satis-
faction after World War 1. The Rapallo Treaty of 1920 halted open fighte
ing between Italy and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, but the
issue was only dormant, not dead.- Frustration over this border flared
again after World War II in the dispute over Trieste, which took nearly
ten years to reach a settlement.” Yugoslavia has also carried on ter.
ritorial disputes of longstanding with her other neighbors, not always
openly hostile, but always present as an undercurrent to other inter-
national rohtionshipa.5

3R, L. Wolff discusses the struggle between the forces of King
Alexander and the goverrment in Rome both before and after the estab.
1lishment of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes on & Decembexr
19180 See Wolff. m.; P. %0

Y%or a discussion of the Trieste dispute, see Jbid., pp. 417.23.

Wolff describes Yugoslav disputes over Transylvaria (with
Romsnia), Macedomia (with Bulgaria and Greece), Xossovo (with Albarda),
Istria (vith Ttaly), Carinthia (with Austria) and Voyvodins (vith
Rungary). See Ibid., pp. 143-56.
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Six Republics. The Yugoslav Constituent Republics, along with
two other administrative areas, are the major political subdivisions of
the stnte.6 They have a high degres of political sutonomy, which per-
mits variety among provinces in dealing with the cultural and ethnie
variety without unacceptable domination by one region, or one matiomlity
group. The progress toward recognition of the South {(or Yago) Slavs as
& separate ethnic group has been hampered f?on the cutset by fears that
one nationality would dominate the coalition, and force other groups to
lose their own identities, This has fed the parochialism created by the
geography, and created problems for sach government since 1918, The
theoretically sutonomous republics are designed to eliminate the tradi-
tional threat of Serbian domination over the smller minorities, The
system of republics was pr;:pond by Tito in late 1944, and came into
effect with the promlgation of the postwar constitution on 30 Jarmaary
19467 Because the republics are established along lines of traditional
ethnic division, and each republic shows the distinct character of its
separate ethnic background, they demonstrate the fact that Yugoslav
internal cohesion is still a serious and delicate problem for the Bel-
grade government,

Five Nationalities, At the heart of the current federalist
structure of the Yugoslav government is the problem of the five national-
ities: Serdb, Croat, Slovene, Macedonian, and Montenegrin, Each of

6‘!‘!10 Autonomous Province of the Voyvodina and the pjutonomous
Region of Kossovo ~Metohija, the remaining admiristrative areas, have
long been under dispute between Yugoslavia and her southern neighbors,

7See Hoffman and Neal, op, cit., pp. 82-83, for a discussion of
federalism in postwar Yugoslavia,
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these pecples has a different cultural heritage and a different hi s-
tory of relations with the governments that have ruled in the Balkan
peninsula, The Serbs are the largest of the officlally recognised
national groups, Most Serbs live in the eastern plains, in the province
of Serbia, along the Morava River, and through the mountainous region
of Bosnia~Hercegovina. They have been the largest political influence
since the founding of a separate Yugoslav aﬁgto. however, there has
been intense rivalry and strife among all of the cultural factions and
nationalities within the country, The Serbs are a slavic people,
descendants of early tribes who came to the lowlands of present-day -
Yugoslavia in the sixth century.8 They came from the Carpathian Mounw
tains, southwest of present-day Soviet borders, migrated through the
Pannonian Basin, and settled the valleys and tributaries of the Sava
River in the north, and the mountainous regions of modexn Bosnia.
Herzegovina to the scuth.? Religious and political pressures from
east and west were focused on the Serbs, causing some to move awy
from the Orthodox faith, but in the main, Serbian culture has per-
severed. 10 Twice, in the tenth and fourteenth centuries, the Serbs
had a major impact on the development of Russian Ox't.hocloxy.11 In
short, the Serbs have a long, proud heritage thst permits them to

see themselves as the natural leaders in any Balkan multinational

SHoftman and Neal, op, cit., p. 27.
Ibid.
0y01¢, op, cit., p. ¥.

1 5ames H. BA1T4ngton, The Joon and the Axe (New York: Vintage
BOOkS. 1970)' P- 560



52
fodwation. and this has been cause for concorn. for many of the other
national groups in Yugoslavia,

The Croats, who have the same ethnic origins are the Serbs, are
scpmfed primarily by religion, The Croats were generally located
farther north and west than the Serbs, and came more heavily under
German influence, They were sbsorbed into the Xingdom of Hangary 4in
1102 as a separate province with special rights md 8 privilegad nobility,
The ancient line dividing Esst from West in Purcpe ran through the
Serbo-Croatian people, The Croats became Roman Catholic and adopted
the Roman alphabet, while the Serbs became Orthodox and adopted
Cyrillic.12 These two groups comprise the bulk of the Yugoslav people,
but other national groups are active, important parts of the political
climate,

The Slovenes, with a distinct language, are concentrated in
the northwestern areas of the country, in the region under contest
between Yugoslavia, Italy and Austria, They have been under Teutomic
domination, first Frankish then Hapsturg, since the eighth eqnhu-y.

This cosmopolitsn European influence made the Slovenes, as Wolff coemints,
. . . certainly the most literste and well resd of the South Slavs . . .M

by the end of World War II.13 Perhaps also as a result of this long
Germanic influence, the Slovenes are the least turbulent of the South
Slav peoples,

The Macedonians, slso a Slavio people, live in a region divided
between Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Gresce, Since 1945, when the Republic

12"01:1', M” p. 39.
Umid,
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of Macedonda was organized within Yugoslavia, Macedonians 1iving there
have been encouraged by the Yugoslav government to preserve their dis-
tinctive language and traditions,l¥ Most Yugoslav Macedonians 11ve in
the Republic of Macedoria, which is nearly surrounded by Albanis, Greece
and Bulgaria, and has been the location of considersble separatist
sctivity in the recent past,

The Montenegrins take their mno,f:l-on the Black Mountain region
to whence they fled in order to escape Turicish domination after the
Battle of Kosovo Polje in 1389, They are generally considered to be
the most volatile, violent pecple of Yugoslavia. Of the South Slavs,
the Montenegrins alone have never been mbjoctod to foreign domination,
They are a proud people, ‘whose pride has been known to overpower their
prudence, Hoffman and Neal describe the attack by Milowvan Ditlas, a
well known Montenegrin and wartime assistant to Tito, and close associate
of Tito, against the League of Commnists of Yugoslavia (1cY) in 1953,
a2 an example of this fierce mtion;chargod pride;

Whether or not he had word of Tito's disapproval, Diilas
realized that he had overstepped the bounds, He could have easnily
stopped the Nova Misao article [a bitter and violent attack on the
top level of the ch:;;nm sppearing, but he did not, He was then
in that wild sort of tenegrin mood which scorns prudence, He
deliberately sought g showdown that he almost certainly knew was
likely to rdn bim, 1

The Albanians, who are nearly as mumercous in Yugoslavia as the
Macedonians, are considered by many to be a separate major nationality.
Albanian commnities are concentrated in the Autonomous Region of Kosovo-

Metohija, bordering on Albania, Most of these people of Albanian origin

1“H°ffm and de M" P 320
a4, , p. 190.
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are Muslim, which is a further source of aliemation from many of the
Catholic and Orthodox traditions of other Yugoslav mtionalitdos.16
In addition to the Albanians, Yugoslavia contains a number of other
minority groups, In 1970, 11.6 percent of the total popilation did not
belong to one of the five major national groups, 17 Throughout the
country there are small groups of Hungarians, Turks, Slovaks, Gypsies,
Bulgars, Germans, Rumanians, Vlachs, Ruthenians, Itslians, Cszechs,
Russians and Jews as well as the Albanians mentioned above. This ethnic
diversity is part of the Yugoslav heritage, and part of the enviromment
in which U.S,-Yugoslav relations mist take Place,

Four Religious or Ethical Systems, The nationalities issue is

closely tied to the diversity of major beliefs in !ugoslavia, The four
major conflicting systems, Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodex, Muslim

and atheist, reflect the struggles for control of the ares that have
continued since the arrival of Byzantine Orthodoxy from Constantinople
in the ninth century. Under an Orthodox ruler, Stephen Iushan, the
Serbs rose to a position of power in the Balkans in the fourteenth
century, threatening the overthrow of Constantinople before his death

in 1355.1% Following the death of Stephen, the Turks moved morthnest
into the Balkans, orushing the Serbs at Kosovo, and forcing their Mislim
belief's on many in the area. This conflict was added to the longstanding
split between Catholic Slavs under the influence of Mingary (the Croats)
and the Orthodox (Serb) Slavs under the Serbian Empire of Dusan. In

16144, , p. 37.

17DA_Pan 550-99, p. 76.
18%1:‘. EE‘ dto' P 5“0
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modern Yugoslavia, being a Serb is nearly synmonymous to being Orthodex,

while nearly all Croats are Roman Catholic.

The Muslim community began in the fourteenth century with the
arrival of the Ottoman Turks, Although both Orthodox and Roman Catholie
Christianity had been firmly rooted among the Serbs and Croats, the
people 1iving in Bosnia came under Turkish rule by the mid-fifteenth
century, and converted to Islam.19 Poday, Yugoslav Muslins are ®Spece
ially conservative in the religious practices which they cbserve. They
continue to practice customs adopted from the Turks in the fifteenth
century, although many of them now also participate in Christian holi-
daya.zo

Since 1945, the Commnist Party has made offort: to eliminate the
political power and influence of the churches, Church property was
nationaligzed at the end of World War II, and churches made subject to
taxation, Many religious leaders were lost during the war, and several
powerful figures were tried for war crimes by the new Commnist led
government, When Yugoslsvia was expelled from the Cominform in 1948, and
Tito began to sesk stronger ties with the West, this pressure diminished. 2!
Now, the state considers all citisens equal under the law, regardless of
religious beliefs. The LCY (Commumist Party) does not forbid members
to have a religious affiliation, and in 1966 Yugoslavia was the second
Commrist led state (after Cuba) to establish formal relations with the
Holy See,22 The government tolerates, but does not acoept, the church.

19pA Pam 55099, pp. 202-203.

de, Pe 213.
21144, , pp. 21ie15.
221144, , pp. 218-19.
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As a result, Tugoslav churches have been stripped of their former
importance in the areas of education, marriage, divorce and the mainte-
nance of officially accepted records, such as birth and death certifi-
cates, This has had its effect, particularly on the younger, urban
population, where govermment surveys prior to 1971 report thst less
than 25 percent profess a belief in God.2

The long traditions of the three religious systems, the temcity
of their beliefs, the tolerance shown by the government for the con-
tinuance of organirzed religion, and the comparative success of stheistic
i:oliots in the cities, all reflect a conflicting pattern of an old cule
ture with attitudes undergoing slow changes., This impression is accurate,
and presages the kind of conflicts that the state is undergoing in
cultural, social and economic areas as well, '

Three Languages., The langusges of Yugoslavis, like the religious
differences, reflect the legacy of successive domination by foreign

powers, The state has three officisl languages, Serbo-Croatian, Sloevemian
and Macedonian, In addition, more than a dozen minority langusges are
spoken.zl‘ Serbo-Croatian is the most comson language, spoken by some

74 percent of the p00p10.25 Language differences provide a constant
rexinder of the more general differences between pecple, snd the sur-
vival of langusge differences in Yugoslavia can be seen ss an inddcation
of the deep seated diversity of the peoples.

23104d., pp. 219-20.

24of these, only Albarian, Rungarian and Turkish are spoken by
more than 1 percent of the population. See DA Pam 550-99, p. 90,

25piq,
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Two_Alphabets. Although a majority of Yugoslavs speak Sexbo-
Croatian as their primary language and nearly sll understand it to some
degree, this language is written in two different alphabets, The Serbs,
with their Orthodox traditions, write in cyrillic: the Croats use the
Roman alphabet, Although this difference is eaxily overcome since
transcription is simple and direct, the two alphabets survive as ancther
bit of evidence of the separation between Serb and Croat which exists
as a carefully bridged rift between the two major Yugoslav subocultures,

One Tito. The final element of this survey of Yugoslav diver-
sity, which stands alone in its importance and influence on U,S.~
Yugoslav relations is the personality and reputation of the leader of
the Yugoslav people, Josip Broz (Tito). Although he is a Croat, Josip
Broz has led the govermnment of Yugoslavia since the end of World War II,
and become a symbol of the unification of the diverse elements of Yugo-
slavia into a single nation. The son of a peasant landowner, he came
in contact with the Commnist Party while interred as a prisoner of war
in Russie during World War 1.2° e returned to his natdve land after
six years in Russia, and in September, 1920, began his service in the
nevly formed Yugoslav Commmist Party.Z’ He was soon active in the
early efforts of the party, leading strikes for higher wages, working at
first within the political structure of the kingdom until the party was
outlawed in 1923 by King Alexander, then contimiing as an underground

26y1adimir Dedijer, Tito (New York: Simon and Scimster, 1953),
Pe 39. This is the English version of the official biography of Tito,
by a longtime associate,

27Ibid., pp. 47-53.
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activist, By the time he assumed control of the anti-German, Commanist

led Partisan guerrilla movement during World War II, Tito hed a full
career as a Communist leader zlready behind him, His strong adherence _

_ to Commnist theory, which he had learned during his youth as a craftsman

and trade union activist, tempered by the independence required of Com-
munist leaders in the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, resulted
in a unique interpretation of the basic theories of MarximeLerdri sm,
Titoism, as this Yugoslav version has come to be called, has several
factors which form an important part of Tito's contribution to the Yugow
slav system: market soctalism, or the ownership and managernent of the
means of production by the workers rather than the state; non-aligrment
in international relations; all-peoples' defense, based on the concept
of Partisﬁn-atylo warfare in the rugged interior to deter any invader;
and a federal government based on regional administrative sutonomy and
centralized party strength,

These elements, in the brief form presented here, are not fully
descriptive of the long, divided, often violent history of the Yugoslav
people, However, they do illustrate the diversity of the Yugoslav people,
their independence of spirit, and commitment to the leadersiip of Tito.
These factors have influenced the relations between the United States
and Yugoslavia, and uubl.;lahod the enviroment for the development of
U,.S5.~Yugoslav military interchange.

EARLY U.S.-YUGOSLAV MILITARY CONTACT:
INTERCHANGE AND ASSISTANCE

Although Xing Alexander of Serbia had proclsimed the South Slav
(or Yugoslav) ideal. in 1916, two years of extensive negotiation were
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required to develop enough unity among the still sntagomistic Balkan
nationalities to establish an independent state., A Yugoslsv commission
visited the United States during this period, in Jamary, 1918, Dr. M.
R. Vesnmic, head of the commission, sccompanted by General Racic of the
Serbian army, addressed the U.S, Senate, conveying the thanks of the
Serbian people for American support during the var,?® During their
stay the commission visited the U.S. Mlitary Academy, This visit to
West Point is one of the earliest instance of U.S.-Yugoslav military )
interchange. Although details of the visit were not available for this
s!;udy. it was at the very least a representational encounter between
U.S. and Serbian military officers, designed to foster good will and
build positive relationships between the two states. Thas, no matter
what was discussed, the U,S, Army was involved here in a measure of
military interchange in support of the foreign policies of the United

States, |
Later in the year, the U.S, provided financial credit to the

Serbians., Three million dollars was provided for Serbian purchases of
foodstuffs and war materiel, as part of an overall credit progran for
the Allies of the United States,?d As with the earlier visit, the
details of the war materiel purchased are not available, but even
without knowing what was purchased, this incident is an exazple of mili.
tary interchange involving some type of military goods, funded by the
U.S. Congress.

Brne New York Times, 6 Jamuary 1918, p. 3.
291bid., 31 July 1918, p. &
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Although not as clearly an example of military interchange, the

role of the U,S, in the move for Yugoslav independence was an important
tictor in shaping the later relationships between these countries,
Toward the end of 1918, pressure mounted in the Balkans, as Austria,
Ttaly and representatives of the yet unborn state of the South Slavs
vied for control over northern Croatia. Dedi jer, in his bdiography of
Tito, conveys the intense desire of the Croatian peasants for freedon
and undon with the South Slavs.® 1In an act vwhich directly benefited
the Yugoslav people, President Wilson of the U.S. refused, on 20 Ootcber,
to accept the Austro.Hungarian offer of peace with "sutonomy™ for the
Czechs and Yugoslavs, because it did not guarantes them the tme
independence which they desired.’! s stand for Yugoslav independence
was greeted with great onthud.ui by the Serbs, many of whom saw it as
U.S. support for an independent Serbian state. The Croats were also
encouraged, It was reported that;

Scenes of indescribable enthusiasm occurred at Agran (Zagreb),
capital of Croatia-Slavoria, when President Wilson's reply to
Austria was made public. Immedistely the whole city, which is
the Slav headquarters, was beflagged, '33 the delighted citizens
paraded the streets, venting their joy.

Unfortunately, the friction ameng Scuth Slav mtionalities was not to be
oasily overcome, and the President's actions, wiile csontributing to the
independence of Yugoslavia, also becams a political weapon for Serbian -
leaders in the internal struggle for dominance, The Croats, faced with
the prospect of an independent state dominated by the Serbs, reacted

differently. A Crosatian regiment in Zagorje (to which Tito had belonged

MJ”. M‘. PP. "Mo
312. New York Times, 20 Octcber 1918, p. 15.

321b4d., 28 October 1918, p. 2.
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at the outbreak of the war) started a mutinous riot that finally
resulted &n 300 deaths in Zagabria, and 400 more in Fiume (RL Jaka), on
the Italian border,>? In the land of the South Slavs, then as now,
political tempers are as high as national differences are deep, and

) a simple act of foreign policy operations, such as was President Wilson's

demand, often has complex and unpredictable results,

During the interwar period, several other events took place
which also reveal theé nature of early U.S,~Yugoslav relations, In
the summer of 1919 a stesdy flow of Yugoslav emigrees, who had come to
the U.S. between 1910 and 1912, began to return to the Balkans.* Jany
of these individuals had come from the mountainous, underdeveloped
contral region of Bos:ﬁa. Serbia and Croatia, and were returning to
take up jbbs made svaileble by the war, At about the same time, a group
of American citizens of Yugoslav birth returned to the U.S. from mili-
tary duty in the Serbian army during the war. These individuals,
naturalized Americans fighting for Yugoslav nationalism against the
Austro-Hungarian Empire, had not acted as official representatives of
the United States, but had been identified as Americans fighting for
Yugoslav independence, Although not coumon, particularly under the
circumstances that obtain today, this military service was a forn of
"recipient funded operational service,” one of the categories of mili-
tary interchange,

33The ricts were reported in The New York Times on 29 October
1918, p. 2. The identity of the Croatian regiment is found in Dedi jer,

op, cit., p. U4,

@o New York Times reported on 24 August 1919 that the flow
h;d reac a rate ndividuals per month., See Section VII, Pe
14,
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By December, 1918, the new state had come to be called the King;-
dom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in an effort to build support among
the non~Serb peoples. The country's population was small, and occupied
a relatively weak position in comparison with the rest of the more
developed world. Although more united than before, the nation was still
lnrgoly at the mercy of external events over which it had no control.
Robert Lee Wolff identifies, in this regard, the beginning of the
depression in the United States, consolidation of Communiss in Russia
and the rise of Faslsm in Italy and Germany as major influences on the
development of Yugoslavia during this period.” The depression in the
United States was forcing the attention of the nation inward in a return
to the isolationism that had characterized U.S, foreign policy prior
to the Great War, This retrenchment effectively stopped military inter-
change as an instrument of U,S, foreign policy, and restored the suprem-
acy of "avoliding entangling alliances" as a cornerstone of U.S, inter-
national relations., This isolationist attitude was not completely set
aside again unti]l the attack on Pearl Harbor rendered it cbsolete.

Daring this same period, Commurist power in Russia was being
consolidated under the personal control of Joseph Stalin, The Yugoslav
Communist Party (YCP) locked to Moscow for strength and guidance.
Dedi jer describes .'nto's leadership in the regional party in Zagreb
during this period and his direct appesl, in 1928, over the heads of
his Yugoslav Party superiors for assistance in ridding the Party of
factionalism,¥ For his efforts, Tito won the recogmition of the

Bwelte, op, cit., p. 120.
36&&3‘!. mo dto. ppo‘ 6“‘?7. . Se® also Adam Ulll. Titol sm

and the Cominform (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952), p. 14,
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Belshevik leadership in Moscow, and emerged under his party name *ialtert
as a leader in the Yugoslav Party from this time forward. In 1937 Tite,
by now a loyal Stalindst, became the Secretary General of the Yugoslav
Commnist Party, and moved into & position of mational importance.3’

The rise of Fascism as an ideclogical focus for Gmun and
Italian dreans of expansion was a final threat to the young Yugoslav
state, The geography of the Balkans placed 'tho new state in the direct
path of German expansion into the eastern Mediterranean. In addition,
Italian irredentist claims for the territories at the head of the
Adriatic, which had been allocated to Yugoslavia by the 1920 Treaty
of Rapallo, was all the more cause for Axis designs on Yugoslavia.

As World War II approached, the situstion in Yugoslavia was not
hopeful, Wolff catches the complexity of the times in the following
passage: '

Yugoslavia thus reached the moment when a new World War was about

to break cut, with its two most important nationalities substantially
they had bewn Tor & decade,  Iis govermeent, 81d nct. veamand the

loyalty of a substantial portion of the public, which looked with
undisguised dismay upon the efforts st rapprochement with Germany
and Ttaly. Underground, the Ustashi were waiting their chance. So
vere the Commnists, their ranks swollen by many who cared nothing
for Marxism and knew less about it, but hated oppression and wanted
liberty. Their leadership was in the hands of a skillful group of
dootrinaire Marxist-leninist-Stalimists, who had studied war and
moluti% with Comrade Walter, soon to emerge in his incarnation
a8 Tﬂ'-o. o

37pdam Ulan describes Tito as an excellent cholce for this jobs
"He was not an intellectusl . ., . of peasant and working class origins
e + «» not likely to bother with problems of ideclogy . . . enamoured of
act;:n e o o blindly loysl to ks supervisors in Moscow," Ulam, op, eit.,
P. . '

PBuortr, op, eit., p. 126. The Ustaski were Croatian nstionlists
with extreme anti-Serb views based largely on the religious friction
between Croats and Serbs, Early in World War IT they began collaborating
with the Axis powers,
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World War IT in the Balkans began on the morming of 6 April 194i.
with an aerial bombardment of Belgrade by the German Luftwaffe. On the
25th of March, Prince Paul, primary regent for the still underage King
Peter, had acceded to mounting German pressure, and signed the Axis
Tripartite Pact, trading Yugoslav loyalty for German assurances of ter-
ritorial integrity (and the prospect of persomal glory for Paul as the
future King of Yugoslavia or even Rusd.a).?g Enraged, a group of
Serbian army officers staged s coup d'etat, arrested Prince Paul, and
Placed Peter on the throne, even though he was six months from the legal
age of eighteen,

This Yugoslav resistance interrupted Hitler's plans, and on the
6th of April he announced that his invasion of the Balkans had begun,
The Yugoslav army, 1ntnmily divided and concerned with the change of
government to King Peter, was not prepared to oppose the German
blitskrieg which followed, Hitler justified Ms action sgainst this
ally of twelve days as necessary to crush the forces which had placed
King Peter on the throne, forces which he charscteriszed as "™, . .
criminal usurpers of the new Belgrade govermment who took the power of
the state unto themselves, which is 2 result of being in the pay of
Churchill and Britain.*

An additional factor which may have strengthened Mtier's
resolve, but was unlikely to have influenced his decision to invade,
was the establishment of formsl relitions between Yugoslavia and the

volf? describes this long pericd of pressure, and the popular
antagonism which was gmrgtod by Paul's move, See Wolff, op, cit.,

P. 139.

1941 "omtlor's anncuncement quoted in The New York Times, 6 April
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Soviet Union, and the treaty of friendship that marked the occasion,
This treaty, in which the U,S.S.R. pledged to guarantee the territorial
integrity of Yugoslavia, was signed in Belgrade on the day of the German
invasion, after the attack had been announced in Berlin, tut before
Gorman bombs began to fall in the Yugoslav capital.!

At this point, esrly in April of 1941, the history of Yugoslav
movement toward independence and the early course of Yugoslav-American
relations suggest several factors that are likely to have a significant
effect on military interchange between the two countries, First, Yugo-
slav national diversity and independence of spirit had led to the devel-
opment of a proud, stubborn people who have a strong desire for independ-
ence but have great difficulty working together to achieve it, Second,
by 1941, Josip Broz, the loyal disciple of Soviet Marxism-Leninism, had
risen to a position of power in the Communi st Party of Yugoslavia, from
which h.c would be able to influence the course of wartime events $n the
Balkans, Third, the chaos of Yugoslav politics, culminating in the
arrest of Prince Paul and the installation of seventeen year old Peter
as King, had fractured the internal goverrment of Yugoslavia so deeply
as to threaten that government!s ability to control the affairs of the
state, or of the people once the state has capitulated to Germany.
Fourth, Yugoslav disunity was such that a cohesive, unified underground
resistance was impossible, Fifth, there is a tradition of humanitarian
concern in the United States for the people of Yugoslavia, which had
been expressed in assistance following the first World War. Sixth,

41The pact is discussed by Wolff, op, cit., p. 200. See also
The New York Times of € and 7 April 1941 for the chronology of these
events, .
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U.S.~Yugoslav contact had been strengtheno;:! by a steady migration of
Yugoslavs to the United States, and the return of many of these peorle
to Yugoslavis to fight in the war or repopulate the ares once the war
was over, Finally, there was a strong American isolationist movement,
centered in the U.5. Senate, that sought to keep the United States from
becoming involved in the war in Europe. By the beginning of German
hostilities against Yugoslavia the strongth of this movement had begun
to wane, but American aid was not forthcoming to the Yugoslavs dur-ing
the critical days of their stand agasinst the Germans, and this has had
an important effect on the later development of U.S.-Yugoslav mili tary
interchange,

WARTIME MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Yugoslavia had besen attacked, and was fast being overrun by the
German blitzkrieg, In the United States tixez;e was still debate over the
Senate imposed embargo on arms shipments to belligerents. During the
month of April, for example, a group of Senate isolationists, led by
Charles Toby (Rep., N.H.) fought to pass a resolution forbidding the
convoying of ships, which they regarded as an act of m.“z The 1 sola-
tionists were by this time in a minority in the Senate, and Senatox
Tobey's measure was kept in the Foreign Relations Committee, while
debate on the Senmate floor turned again to the question of lend-leamse,
the basic vehicle of military assistance during World War II. Durdng

42Marjory 2, Bankson, The Isolationdsm of Senator Charles W,
To (Unpublished Master's dissertation, University of Alaska, May
1971), pp. 138-41, According to the isolstiomists, forming U.S. ships
into convoys, with U.S, Kavy escort to protect agsinst German submarine
attack would be perceived by the Germans as a belligerent act, which
vas likely to precipitate American involvement in what they considexred

to be a European problem,
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this debate, the Administration was moving to gather assistance for
the Yugoslav people, On the day after the German attack, Secretary of
State Cordell Hull pledged American support:

This government, with its policy of helping those who are defend-
ing themselves against would-be conquerors, is now proceeding as
spoodilz as possible to send military and other supplies to Yugo-
slavia.®

At the same time, Yugoslav Foreign Minister Fotic was in London

conferring with British and American officials in order to arrange for
transportation of necessary supplies to Yugoslavia, Although the United
States was preparing to send goods to help the beleagured Yugoslavs,
there was still a Senate restriction on the use of American ships in the

hostile waters near Yugoslavia, On the 8th of April, The New York Times

reported that, among other supplies, ", , . munitions, including 75m
field guns, machineguns, bombs, smmnition and other supplies are being
assembled, and will be shipped in Yugoslav vessels within the weelc,t

had Unfor-

Ten ambulances were also reported to be among the supplies,
tunately, these supplies did not arrive in time to help the Yugoslav
government hold off the German attack. By the 18th of April, 1941,
Yugoslav forces had been rolled up by the Germans and the fledgling
government of King Peter had fled the country, Wolff comments that the
army had been hampered in its defensive effort by poor dispositions,
sabotage within the organization, bad equipment and inferior commnica-
tions.%5 VAth these basic dissbilities, American military assistance

would have done 1little to help, even if it had arrived in time,

431ne New York Times, 7 April 1941, p. 1.

Mirvid., 8 apral 1981, p. 3.
45voree, op, ett., p. 201.
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Once the German assault was complete, Hitler divided Yugoslav
territory into two puppet states loyal to the Reich, and other smaller
territories that were given to Germany's allies in the Balkans, The
attack had been so swift that many Yugoslav units had not been fully
mobilized and committed, Some of these units avoided capture, and
moved into the rugged hills of central Yugoslavia, Here they were
Joined by individual survivors froa other military units, and other
Yugoslavs retreating before the German advance,

In the hills, traditional Yugoslav opposition to foreign domina-
tion began to manifest itself in resistance groups, By mid 1941 two
major groups were forming. The Serbian Cetnici (Chetniks), who took
their name from Serbian guerrillas of previous eras, wers led by Colonel
Draza l‘!iha:norv:le."6 The other group was led by Josip Broz, who built
his group, known as the Partisans, around the national structure of the
underground Communist Party,

Mihailovic, who had led the uprising that placed Xing Peter on
the throne, was the ranking guerrilla, and a member of the Royal Army,
He was appointed Minister of Defense by King Peter, which gave him
initial legitimacy with the Allies,

Duaring the war, the uneasy coalition vhich had been the basis
for Yugoslav national unity broke up. (ld territorial issues and
political conflicts were rekindled, and a bloody civil war broke out
between the Partisans and the Chetniks, The Chetniks had initisl inter-
national popularity, helped by Mihiilovic's position in the cabinet of
exiled King Peter, memories of the 1941 Serbian revolt that had put

"6‘1'110 name "Cetnici” is derived from the Serbian word Mceta' or
guerrilla band,
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the king on the throne, and a favorable press in the Allied nations,
fed by Serbian emigre groups. Howmr.‘ their attention was split be-
tween opposing the German invaders and insuring a favorable position in
any postwar government of Yugoslavia. Mhailovic, conscious of the
German practice of retaliating against the civilian populace for actions
by guerrilla forces, chose a cautious approach. He avoided doing
battle with the Germans, and conserved his strength, waiting for the
arrival of an Allied rescue force which had not been promised, and was
not plannod.w Hs organization was decentralized: Mihailovie often
had 1ittle personal contact with Ms subordinatoa.as There were many
reports of Chetnik forces collsborating with the Germans, which cost the
movement much support among the Yugoslav peocple, as well as with the
Alies later in the war,* . | '

Although they did initially not have official lisison or Supe
port from any of the Allies, the Partisans organized under Titots
leadership and began an active campaign of sabotage and guerrilla
operations. This program was more in keeping with the volatile, South
Slavic temperament, and the Partisins were surprisingly successful in
spite of their lack of ocutside help and internal struggles with the

“?Wolff. 22: cit.. Pe 207.
481144,

“IMajor 1inn Farish, s U.S. Army 0SS cbserver with the Partisans
during the sumer of 1943 reports that the Partisans had extensive evi-
dence of Chetnik collaboration with the Germsans and Italians, See his
report to Major Louis Huot, 0SS, in United States Department of State,

Foreign Relstions of the United States: Diplomatic Papers--The Confere
snces at Cairo and Teheran Waeshington, D.C.: Govermnment Printing
Office, 1961), pp. 605-15. (Hereafter referred to as ZTeheran Papers.)
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Chetniks, The diversity, internal politdt;al chaos, traditions of
guerrilla activity and personal power of Tito, which were evident before
the war, continued to shape the relationship between the U.S. and Yugo~
slav representatives during the war years, The following examples of
wvartime military interchange illustrate the role of the nilitary in

this relationship.

The King's Bomb., In March, 1942, King Peter, then in exile in
London, purchased a 500 pound bomb from the British as a symbol of the
comitment of the exile govermment to rid Yugoslavia of German occupt-
tion.% The King pledged that this bomb would be dropped on Germany
during an Allied air raid on the amniversary of the first German attack
on Belgrade,5! This single bomb mey have had 1ittle if any tactical
significance, in light of the German strength at the time or the magni -
tude of Allied air operations, It did, however, have the potential for
some psychological value for King Peter, in encouraging emigres, The
King's bomb was an example of two types of military interchange in one
act: transfer of operational goods funded by the recipient (who bought
the bomb); and an operationsl service funded by the donor (who delivered

it to Germany).

Yugoslay Military Missions to the U,S. Both Mihailoviec and Tito

used military liaison with the United States as a psychological weapon.
While the King was making his bomb gesturs in London, a military mission
from the Royal Yugoslav Government, headed by a Colonel Savic, arrived

5°ge New York Times, 22 March 1942, p. 32.

51Plans for delivery of the bomb were reported in The New York
Times, 1 April 1942,
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in the United States to seek lend-lus; aid for the Chetnik forces,
He addressed the Allied High Command in Washington, requesting that
military supplies be delivered to the underground forces by parachute
drop or by submarine rendezvous with Chetnik bands along the Dalmatian
Coast, His request also included the suggestion that Chetnik activity
be coordinated .w.lth Allied operations., Colonel Savic stressed the
importance of Yugoslav guerrillas as the ".' e o Only island of resistance
in Europe . . ." and noted their strategic location on the right flank
of any German drive toward India and a possible linkup with the Japmese.52

By the end of April, 1942, American lend-lease negotiations with
the forces of General Mhsilovic were reported to be in progron.53 By
June the arrangements were complete, and on the same day (13 June) that
the lond-louo agreement with the U,S,S.R., was made public, 2 U.S, invit-
ation to the Royal Yugoslav Govermment to sign the United Nations Lend-
Lease Pact was also annmncod.y" Formal action on the agreement was
taken by Yugoslav Foreign Minister Mincic and U.S. Secretary of State
Hull at the conclusion of s visit to the U.S. by King Peter, This
agreement, formalized s military interchange operation involving goods
of all functional types, funded by the U.S. on & loan basis. The agree-
ment grew out of the earlier representational interchange of the imitial
military mission, Although little actusl materiel was transferred to
the Chetniks under lend-lease, the agreement itself gave the Royal
Government some advantage over the Partisans even if the promised
materiel was a long time in coming.

52The visit of Colonel Savic was reported in The New York Times,
28 March 1942, p. 8, and 2 April 1942, p. 7.

53;“;!0. 28 April 19“2. Pe 6-
S4114d., 13 June 1942, p. 6.
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Later in the war there were other examples of the use of mili-

tary missions as military interchange instruments, In addition to the
major Allied mission which figured prominently in the Tito-Mihailovic
struggle (and is described in the next section), the following missions
were ;uggested, or used to implement some aspect of U,S.-Yugoslav
policy.

In January, 1943, as the fighting between the Partisan and
Chetnik forces became more serious, Yugoslav emigres in London suggested
sending an Allied mission to Yugoslavia to bring the two leaders
togethor.55 Although the British mission headed by Brigadier Fitzroy
Maclean (M.P.) was sent less than four months later, it was never suc-
cessful in this basic reconciliation effort,

With the announcement of the Allied mission to the Partisans
headed by Brigadier Maclean, analysts saw British effort shifting from
sole support of King Peter to equal support for both sides.56 Brigadier
Maclean and Major Linn Farish, the only American on the British mission,
were in Yugoslavia to coordinate Allied support, but both were also
gathering information on the Partisans for their governments., Their
reports were instrumental in shaping the positions of the U,S., and
British leaders at the conferences in Cairo and Teheran in November and
December, 1943, where a policy of Allied support for the Partisans was
adopted,

In March, 1944, Mihailovic (by now a General in the Royal Army)
sent a mission to London to seek aid for his forces, claiming that he

551b4d,, 26 January 1943, p. 3.
56C. L. Sulsberger in Ibid., 22 July 1943, p. 5.
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had ", , . 30,000 troops waiting for the ¢all from the Allies to clesr

@ path for the invasion, . . ."357 By that time Chetnik forces were
avoiding contact with the Germans, and saving their strength to support
the Allied invasion that had not yet been proxised, General Mihaslovie
explained that "we figure it is better to make one big offensive than
waste our bullets in smaller actd.ons."se By that time the British had
evaluated the information provided by Brigadier Maclean and decided to
provide whatever support went into Yugoslavia to the Partisans. General
Mihailovic's mission to London accomplished 1ittle more than an occasion

for emigres loyal to King Peter to raise the issue of their own needs

in the British press,

One month later another Chetnik mission was reported in the
United States, seeking weapons, medical supplies, shoes, clothing, and
food., Although the Americans were still willing to listen, the A11lied
decision at Teheran the preceding Decenber to concentrate support on
the Partisans meant that there was no support for Mihailovic here
either, In discussing the visit of the Chetnik mission, The New York
Times revealed that Allied aid to the Chetniks during Novezber and
December, 1943, (the last two months before the policy changes made at
the Teheran conference would have taken eff'ect) had totaled four
transport plane loads of supplies, hardly more than a token, I

In May of 1944 Tito countered these Chetnik efforts, sending two
missions to the Allies. General Velebit was dispatched to London to

57Quoted in Ibid., 26 March 1944, p. 5.
B 1144,

9Por more detailed listing of supplies requested by the Chetniks
see Mo' 19 Apl'll 19%. Pe 5.
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seek increased supplies, in addition to the support already being pro-
vided by the Allied forces in the Nediterranesn.®® A difference of
perception between Partisan and Allied leaders can be seen at work
here, Tito and his staff spoke and wrote throughout this period in
terms of getting enough supplies to overcome the German forces ocoupy-
ing Yugoslavia, Theirs was a local mission of freeing their homeland
from another in a long series of invaders, and the Allies had the
means that would make a Partisan victory possible. Allied failure to
provide everything desired by the Partisans was seen as a clear lack of
comritment to the interests of the Yugoslav people, On the other hand,
the Allies had been committed since the Teheran conference to the Sup-
port of the Partisans, but this effort could not interfere with the
Allied invasion of France, Operation OVERLORD. The buildup for the
invasion at Normandy required everything that could be spared from
every other theater of the war. However, the Balkans could not be
forgotten. Through the discussions among Roosevelt, Churchill and
Stalin the previous winter there had run the thread of an argument
that the Partisan resistance in Yugoslavia was keeping as nany as
forty Axis divisions occupied, divisions that could prove fatal to the
invasion if they were free to move northwest into Fx-mco.61 From the
Allied perspective, Tito must be supported, but oniy with the rrind o
essential supplies required to keep him in the field, At the strategic
level, the Allies saw Yugoslavia as an economy of force operation to
tie down German forces in the Balkans with minimum forces and permit

601bid., 2 May 194, p. 3.

615ee the Teheran P rs, especially mimites from the Second
Flenary meeting, om‘m%rma. p. 543,
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the application of Ailied mass in the invasion. A clear Yugoslav per-
ception of this might, however, destroy the effectiveness of the im-
pending operation and result in the defeat of both the Yugoslav resist-
ance and Operation OVERLORD,

The second Partisan military mission of May, 1944, was the trip
by General Terzic and Milovan Djilas to Moscow. Diilas describes this
historic first mission of the Yugoslav Communists to the *motherland
of socialism" in his Conversations With _Stalin as a special project,

different in character from the mission sent to the British:
Superficially it resembled the mission that had been sent to
the British, but in composition and conception it in fact marked
an informal nexus with a political leadership of identical views
and aims, More siuplyé the Mission had to have both a military
and a Party character, 2
The objective of this mission was to srrange for Soviet help for the
Partisan armed forces, and to seek Soviet assistance in securing relief
for the liberated areas of Yugoslavia from UNRRA, the United Nations
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Admizﬂ.stration.63 Mach to the dis.
appointment of Djilas, the mission was not immediately received by the
Soviet High Cormand, who were very cautious lest the Commnist nature
of the Partisan organisation frighten the British and Americans, From
the vantage of seventeen years of history, Djilas felt that:
e o « Stalin was deliberately frightening the Yugoslav leaders
in order to decrease their ties with the West, and at the same
time tried to subordinate their policy to his interests and to

his rola&ons with the Western states, primarily with Great
Britain,

62m1wan Diilas, Conversations With Stalin (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World, 1962), p. 13,

3maq., p. 14.
m.’ Pe 82,
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Here 1s an example of both Stalin and Tito using a form of mlitary |
interchange, the military mission, as an instrument of foreign policy with
the United States,

Later in the war, the U.S, military mission to the Chetniiks
disturbed Tito and his followers. During the reorganization of the
Royal Government in 1945 which finally gave Tito a legitimate seat in
the government of King Peter, Tito's followers in London complained
that the United States continued to provide a mission to Mihailovie,
even though Allied policy was to supply all aid to Tito. They also
commented that the Tito goverrment hoped for a "normal* mission, rather
than one from the 055.55 The 0SS msston 1mlied to Tito, and presma-
bly to the rest of the world, that the Partisans were an irregular force
being assisted by the Allies, not the legitimte government of Yugoslavia.
A normal military mission would have improved the states of the repre-
sentation provided, although it might have resulted in a less well
coordinated assistance program, than t.ho one developed and operated by
the 0SS,

In April of 1945, the official Yugoslav government, consolidated
now with Tito in the dual position of Premler and Minister of Defense,
sent a military mission to Paris, to participate with the Allies &n the
final stages of war plauning.66 By October of that year this mission
had been admitted to the Allied Control Council in Germany, and another
indicator of legitimacy and equality had been achieved by the Tito
government through the use of military 1ntorehmgo.67

65Reported in The New York Times, 22 Jamuary 1945,
661144, 1 April 1945, p. .
67114d., 12 October 1945, p. 9.
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Since the forces in Yugoslavia were largely isolated from the
rest of the Allies for much of the war, military sissions assumed a
greater importance than might have otherwise been the case, Defense
goods were not available in large quantities until late in the war,
The close coordination of plans and information that might have added
another dimension to the interchange effort was reduced by the internal
struggle between the Partisans and Chetmiks, and by the politics of
the Western Alliance: the union of Britain and the United States vith
the U.S,S.R. never extended far beyond military matters necessary to
win the war against Germany. Disagreements sbout how to deal with the
U.5.5.R. threstened to drive a wedge between Britain and the u_.s. The
availability of military interchange resources was limited by the
magnitude of the war effort in other areas. Allied willingness to use
it was tempered by differences of opinion about the importance of the
Balkan theater, and lack of understanding of the internal situation
in Yugoslavia,

The Internal Struggle: Tito vs Mihailovic., Although Mhailovic

was initially held in great esteem by the Allies, his forces were not

as active as those of Tito, nor were they as tightly controlled, Both -
leaders saw themselves as the primsry figure in the Yugoslav resistance
movement, and both used various forms of military interchainge to fMor
their positions, They sparred internally during the fall and winter

of 1941, while the underground movements were being organized. Mihailovic
organized his forces into widely dispersed bands, which lay low and began
to wvait for the Allied invasion, He was a cautious leader, and did not
give his followers the action that they expected as Southern Slavs
fighting against a foreign invader. Tito, on the other hand, was as
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bold as Mihailovic was cautious. He welcomed into his ranks any Yugoe

slav who was willing to fight the Germans, and continued to take action
even when the German reprisals against civilians began to mount. On

28 May 1943, the British sent a military mission to Tito, headed by
Brigadier Fitzroy Maclesan, M.P., who was sent out by Prime Minister
Churchill to be a “"daring Ambassador-leader® to the Partisana.és Until
the arrival of the British mission, there was no effective way of getting
military information about the partisan Wnt to the outside world,

He took with him special radio equipment that would permit regular com-
munication with the Allied Headquarters in Cairo, and thereby provided

an important form of service funded information interchange concerning
all types of military functions., As the A1lied Command began to get a
clearer picture of both sides of the Yugoslav civil war between Mihailovic
and Tito, British sympathies began to shift toward the Partisans, Vwhere
the mission to the Partisans was initially seen as an effort to consoli-
date the rival forces into a single guerrilla movement loyal to the
government in exile, by the fall of 1943 the balance had begun to swing
toward the Partiuns.ég By November, Sulgherger reported that Tito

was receiving more Allied aid than the Mhailovic forces,”’ A month
earlier the first U.S. correspondent to visit the Partisans had

reported that he had been treated like royalty during his visit,”1

6B1he date 1s recorded by Dedijer, op, cit., p. 320. A descrip-
tion of the arrival of the mission by parachute can be found there, as
well as in Fitezroy Maclean, Eastern Approaches (London: J. Cape, 1950),
pp' 293‘3050

691"0:' an early analysis of the rationale for sending the mission
to the Patriots, see C, L. Sulzberger in The New York Times, 22 July
19“3. Pe. s.

701bid., 2 November 1943, p. 5.

71m44., 9 October 1943, p. 5.
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Like the reports coming from Brigadier Maclean at Partisan headquarters,
these first reports from the field stressed the need for arms, ammunie
tion and food to support the guerrilla effort,

At a meeting of the Al1lied Combined Chiefs of Staff, held at
the first Cairo conference in preparation for the meetings at Teheran
in late 1943, General Eisenhower, who was then commanding Allied Forces
in the Mediterranean theater, expressed his belief that %all possible
equipment should be sent to Tito, since Mihailovic's forces are of rela-
tively 1ittle value.n?2 Thus, when Prime Minister Churchill began his
strong arguments for support of the Partisans they were not surprising
or iithout support from the Americans.73 Churchill's arguments through-
out the series of conferences at Cairo and Teheran crystallized the ideas
that had come in the reports of Brigadier Maclean, just as the position
of Eisenhower had echoed the observations of Major Farish, the 0SS
officer in Yugoslavia with the British mission, Here, the information
m;ssion to thg Partisans became a powerful channel for operational infor.
mation from Tito to the Allied Commander in Chief,

At the Teheran conference in December, 1943, the Allied Commanders
in Chief reached agreement on providing increased support for the under-

- ground resistance in !ugoslavia.7u Although this news was not made

[ro—

"2Minutes of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, 26 November 1943, 2:30
P.M., Mena House, in the Teheran Papers, p. 361.
) 31t 18 ironic, but Churchill and to a lesser extent Roosevelt,
.., Worked throughout the Teheran conference to change Stalin's professed
", Peluctance to give full support to the Partisans, Stalin was being
' Particularly cautious lest the Communist characteristics of the Partisan
Rovement cause the U.S. and Britain to turn avay from Tito. See Diilas,

M’l PP. 72=73

%; r7“nu111tary Conclusions of the Teheran Conference,” a memorandum
%gun.d by Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill, in the Teberan Papers, p,

-
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immediately public, it had an immediate effect on support for the
Partisans in West., Maclean was called to Cairo to report, and asked to
bring a military mission from Tito's headquarters, This increased
representation was a strong lever in the Tito-Mhailovic struggle, A
second form of the changed support for the Partisans was in the press
coverage given to the movement in American papers, Beginming on {9
December, C. L, Sulzberger filed a series of long dispatches about
Partisan operations, and the growing disappointment with Chetmik
1mction.76 During this period, in an effort to strengthen his posi-
tion, Mihailovic issued an order to all armed resistance forces in Yugo-
slavia to obey his command, under threat of pmdahmnt.w This threat,
to punish those who did not join the ranks of the Chetniks, was a weak
‘one: it depended for its ultimate sccess on the restoration to power
of the Royal Government at the end of the war, and by 1943 that was
unlikely.

But the prestige of the Chetniks was slipping., After the
Teheran conference Churchill met with Maclean, and gave him a personal
letter and autographed picture for Tito. Maclean describes the note

as follows:

75Fitzroy Maclean, Escape to Adventure (Boston: ILittle, Browm,
1950 )' p'P- 395"‘02’

76800 particularly articles in the editions of 19 and 22 Decenm-
ber 1943, The latter article presents an excellent, concise summary of
the first two years of the Partisan movement in a most favorable 14 ght,
From its style and the choice of events described it shows many similari-
ties to early portions of the diary of Viadimir Dedijer. This diary,
critical of the Allies in its later sections, was published in Serbian
in August, 1945, and in English in 1953 under the title With Tito Through

the War: Partisan Diary (London: Alexander Hamilton, 1951).

77This decree by the Chetnik leader was quoted in The New York
Iimes, 8 December 1943, p. 11. -
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The Partisans, Mr, Churchill felt, needed some encouragement in
their time of trouble, and he sccordingly sat down and wrote a
personal letter to Tito, congratulating him on7gis past achieve-
ments and holding out the hope of future help.
_ On his return to Yugoslavis, Maclean delivered the envelope to
Tito, and recorded the effect:

I watched his face closely to see how he liked it, as one watches
a child with & new toy. There could be no doubt of the effect, As
he broke the seal, and, unfolding the crisp sheets of heavy paper
within, saw the address of 10 Downing Street at the top and the
Prime Minister'!s signature at the foot, a broad smile of unaffected
delight spread slowly over his face, which became broader still
when he found a 1;;7-50 signed photograph of Mr. Churchill in a
separate envelope,

This note to Tito at a critical time in the history of Yugoslav
relations with the Allies is as clear an example of a purely representa-
tional interchange as is likely to be found in actusl practice, The
British did not spend ar:y resources to make this gesture: there was
no promise of help, or even recognition for TMto as the formal leader
of the Yugoslav resistance, Yet made sincerely and at the critical
time, this gesture had a defimite uplifting effect on the Partisan move-
ment, and on Yugoslav relations with the Western Allies,

Churchill was no doubt sincere in his admiration for Tito.
Maclean describes his csutioning the Prime Minister about the Communist
dedication of Tito and his intentions to see Yugoslavia dominated by
Communism after the war. Churchill asked: "Do you intend to mske
Jugoslavia your home after the war?" When Miclean replied in the nega-

tive, Churchill continued:

78Maclean. Escaps to Adventure, p. 413,
79Ibid., p. 418
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Neither do I. And that being so, the less you and I worry about
the form of government they set up the better, That is for them to
decide, What interests us, is, which of them Tito or Mikhailovitch
[sic]) 15 doing more harm to the Germans,80

Churchill's pragmatism won out over the continued reluctance

of American leadership, and by the end of 1943, plans for extensive
support of the Partisans were underway. Shortly after the New Year,
Captain Randolph Churchill, son of the Prime Minister, was sent to join
the British mission to the Partisans, thus adding considerably to the
status of the mission. Although prior to the Teheran conference, the
United States had allowed her Allies to determine the thrust of Allied
relations toward Yugoslavia, the situation changed somewhat in 194481
Where the British ceased all assistance to the Chetniks by early 1944,
the U.S, received a military mission from Mihailovic's headguarters in
April, 1944, who requested wespons, ammnition, medical supplies, shoes,
radio supplies, clothing and £00d.82 Dedijer clatmed that the U.S,
continued to aid the Chetniks during this period, and in doing so, made
an interesting statement about the value of representational military
interchange:

However, at that moment when the British withdrew all support
from Mihailovic there began an independent policy of the United
States toward events in Yugoslavia. Far from stopping further

assistance to Drazs gﬂhnilwic. they sent him a military mission
headed by a colonel,53

BOMOO PP. 402-403,

81pedi jor expresses dismay at this American action, and cites it
as the reason for the cancellation of an official visit to the U.S. by
a Parti“:m military mission headed by General Velebit. Dedi jer, Tito,
pP. 214-15.

827he request by Captain Todorovitch, head of the mission was
reported in The New York Times, 19 April 1944, p. 5.

83pedi jer, Tito, p. 515.
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Apparently, Vladimir Dedijer is clear in his understanding of the posi.
tive support rendered by the presence of & military mission whether or
not it arranges for any other kind of aid.
The U.S. govermment did act publicly on the basis of the
Teheran agreement, Secretary of State Cordell Hull stated on the {0th
of December that:
Tt is our intention to_assist in every possible way the resist-
ance forces [in Yugoslaviaj from the point of view of their mili-
L T i B b e
The rise of Tito to a position of de facto leader of the government in
Yugoslavia by late 1943 did create a dilemma for Britain and the U.S,

Just before the Teheran conference, Tito denounced King Peter and

- forbade him to return to Yugoslavia., The U,S, and Britain were forced

to decide between the legal, Royalist Goverrment and the effective
guerrilla government, Britain moved first, and by September, 1944,
had completely stopped dealing with Mihajlovie. The U.S, moved more
slowly, but did come to a position of full support for Tito after King
Peter had reorganized the government to include Tito as the Mnister
of Defense, and Mihailovic had been rejected by his own king.8s

By the end of the war, the Partisans were receiving regular
air and naval support from the Allies, coordinated by the military
missions with major Partisan maneuver units as well as with Tito's

B“P'ron an official release quoted in The New York Times, 10
December 19“3. P 20

85¢o10nel Trevor Dupuy, in a history of European Partisan Move-
ments during World War II, implies that this skift was in large measure
the result of Communist propaganda in Yugoslavia, London and the U.S.,
& view contrary to most other students of the period. See Trevor Dupuy,

Eur%miltodstanco Movements (New York: Frarnklin Watts, Inc,, 1965),
PP« .
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headquarters, An American engineer, Major Linn Farish, had spent con;
sidersble time with the Partisans giving them his knowledge in the
construction of military airtiolda.86 Lend.lease supplies, including
individual clothing and equipment from the U,S5., Italian squipment
captured in North Africa, and extensive theater transfers from the
stocks issued to other Allied forces but diverted to Yugoslavia had
been delivered by air drop and small boat.B7

Once the Allied liaison effort to the Partisans was well estab-
lished, more operational services could be provided, Brigadier Mn;lun
" desoribes how this was done;

Tactical air support on & mach larger scale also became pos-
sible now that we had officers attached to Partisan formations
throughout the country., We had arranged that they should have
direct wireless commnications with the R.A.F. in Italy, and it
became relatively common for Beaufighters, Spitfires or rocket
firing Hurricanes to be rushed in the nick of time to the support
of some hard-pressed Partisan outpost, or Bgropm the way for
Partisan attack on & German stromg-point,

Several specific incidents were reported in the press at the
time, including news of one 24 hcm-'air raid to support Partisan de-
fenses, and a report of tons of supplies provided to the Pu'tisms.ag

86Mac1un records the presence of "Slin" Farish as a member of his
mission. See Maclean, Escape to Adventurs, p. 297.

87Categories of lend-lease atd, and amwunts shipped directly from
the U,S. are erumersted in U.S,, War Department, Lend-Lease Shipments,
World War II (CONFIDENTIAL), 31 December 1946 (copy in the U.S. Army Com-
mand and General Staff College Classified Library, Fort lLesvenworth, Kan-

sas). On the use of air drop and saall boats for delivery of supplies,
see The New Jork Times, 1 October 1943, p. 6; 19 December 1943, p. 1.

eal‘hcloan. Escaps to Adventure, p. 429,

89The 24 hour ratd assisted the Partismns against the Sixth German
offensive, as reported in The New York Times, 18 December 1943, p. 4. The
report of supplies was filed by C. L. Sulzberger in The New York Tines, 16
December 1943, p. 6, Both of these reports were made public shortily after
th:h'l‘oho;;n conference, even though some of the incidents had taken place
mch earlier,
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By early 1945, plans for aid to Yugoslavia through UNRRA were
being completed.”® In Belgrade, Marshall Tito signed the UNRRA agree-
ment with military representatives from the U,S. and Britain.9! Ac.
cording to the agreement, the U,.S, and Britain would deliver supplies
to Yugoslavia, and the Communist Tugoslav government would supervise
their further distribution, Sulezberger reported that Tito was reluce
tant to admit the large numbers of admimistrative personnel that would
be required for normal UNRRA activity, although he did allow the entry
of 100 observers (40 military individuals) to assist in the progran,’2
This agreement permitted the movement of 7,000 tons of UNRRA goods that
were awaiting sihdpment into Yugoslavia. The UNRRA progran was, in zany
ways, a military interchange effort. It used military resources. to
organize and administer the supply of necessary goods for the rehabils.
tation and immediate relief of Allied people vhose economy had been
destroyed by the war. It was a logical sequel to the lend-lease program,
vhich had involved military planners, supply and transportation experts
in support of many of these same areas. This use of immediately trained,
available military manpower to support a new policy is one of the basic
reasons for the contimied use of military interchange as sn instrument
of U,S, foreign policy.

Through the succeeding months Tito strengthened iis position in
the provisional govermment. In April he announced his plans for the

90rhis was nearly a year after the Diilas mission had made its
request to the Soviets for assistance in this matter, but a definite con
nection between these events could not be established from the available
evidence,

91Details of the signing, and special terms demanded by Tito are
in The New York Times, 22 Jamuary 1945, p, S.

92164d., 22 Jamary 1945, p. S.; 23 Jamary 1945, p. b.
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structure of the internal government of postwar Yugoslavia, with six
major political units and two autonomous regions.93 This structure was
designed to eliminate the divisive nationalism that had been so destruc-
tive of earlier Yugoslav attempts to build an effective state. In the
elections in November, 1945, Tito received a large mandate, and moved
into an official position as Yugoslav Chief of State, a position he has
now held for nearly 29 years, His Partisan staff became the nucleus
for his new government, The Partisan National Liberation Army, loyal
to him throughout the war, provided a base of power for his consolida-
tion of control and transition to a Communi st inspired form of govern-
ment, Tito was in control in Yugoslavia, King Peter had been iunmmred
aside, and the opportunity lay ahead for the development of a Commmunist
state ‘,s Tito and the Yugoslavs had come to understand that concept.
Among the forces that had helped to put him in power was Allied mili.
tary interchange during world War II.

CONCLUSION

Was the success of the Commnist Tito a failure for Allied
rilitary interchange during the war! The evidence suggests that the
Allies received a fair return for the military rescurces used to support
the Partisans, The U.S. had consistently sought to defer consideration
of the internal politics of Yugoslavia until the Germans were defeated.
Given the nature of the Yugoslav situation this was impossible, since
the Partisan-Chetnik dispute was inseparably linked to the resistance
needed by the Allies to hold German forces in the Balkans in place,

931bid., 16 Aprid 1945, p. 11.
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There may have been some disparity between Allied policies for the short

and long terms, but that is not a negative reflection on U,S, military
interchange,

The same major themes that dominated the interwar period were
influential in U.S,~Yugoslav military interchange during World War IT:
internal dissension among the Yugoslavs; fierce independence of spirit;
Tito's loyalty to Moscow; his rise to a position of increased power
through his own personal leadership; and U.S, reluctance to deal with X
the complexity of the total Balkan issue, Within these general linits,
the available instruments of military interchings were emloyed to
pursue U.S. goals in the area: defeat of the Axis powers in Europe,
U.S. reluctance to abandon Mihailovic until dropped by his own king
seems to have been based on a desire to support the status quo, and a
continuing suspicion of the long term goals of the Communist movement
and those who embrace it,

These same factors have contirmed to influence the U.S, policy
toward Yugoslavia and the choice of military interchange means employed
in support of these policies, as the following discussion of the poste
war period hopefully will indicate,

-
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CHAPTER IV
MILITARY INTERCHANGE WITH POSTWAR YUGOSLAVIA

Relations between the United States and Yugoslavia during the
first twelve years following World War II followed a cyclic course, from
dogmatic rejection of the U,S. by the new, Commnist led Yugoslav govern-
ment, through a period of close accommodation of U.S, and Yugoslav
interests, to the termination of a formal military assistance agreement
in the spring of 1958, This cycle was itself the product of forces
operating upon the governments of each of these states. American desires
to return to a relatively isolated position in world affsirs conflicted
with a humanitarian desire to help rebuild the nations which had been
devastated by the war. The desire to help rebuild Burope was stronger,
resulting in large U.S, contributions to the United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) and the massive support that went
into the Marshall Plan. Finally, by the mid 1950's, a growing American
distrust of the U.S.S.R., who was seen as the leader of a monolithic
Communi st conspiracy to dominate the world, led to a proliferation of
mitual security pacts with states bordering the Soviet bloc.! Growing
U.S.=Soviet antagonism was also reflected by a hypersensitive domestic
concern for eliminating all influences of Commnism, real and imagined,
within the United States,

17.5. assistance to Greece, to thwart an attempted Communist
takeover, was perceived by the Yugoslavs as a potential threat to their
internal seourity, since the Greeks were still interested in gaining
control of Yugoslav Macedoria.
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In Yugoslavia, the forces of the wartime period--Tito's fierce
independence of spirit and his ideological trust in the leadership in
Moscow-~contimed to define the broad outlines of Yugoslav foreign
policy. Until the Soviet inspired action in 1948 to oust Yugoslavia
from the international Communi st Information Burean (Cominform), Yugoslav
relations were marked by a dogmatic adherence to the #lines® of the Come
minist Party as directed from Moscow.’ Following the Soviet-Yugoslav
split, three distinct periods in Yugoslav relations with the West have
been identified: an era of *mutusl suspicions, [with ] little coopera-
tion with the West,” s time of close political and military cooperation
vith the West, and a Yugoslav rapprochement with the Soviet Urion in
vhich Yugoslav neutrality became pro-Soviet without becoming anti-
Western,> |

The interaction of these shifting forces during this period of
adjustment and development following the war can be divided into five
identifiable phases of military interchange activity. These separate
phases, identified in Figure 4.1, ¥ill be discussed in turn below, In
each phase the type of military interchange activity used will be
identified, and related to the broader patterns of U.S.-Yugoslav rels-

tions,

2The Cominform was established in 1947, in order to ", , .
organize the interchange of experience ., . . and if need be to coordi-
nate the activities of the Communist Parties on the basis of mutual
agreement .” Quote from the official organ of the Cominform, For a

Lasting Peace, for a People's racy in Zbigniew K. Brzezinski, The
gei Blocé UEE and Conflict ECmbrldga: Barvard University Press,
1967), p. « For a discussion of the formation of the Cominform, see

E_d_.. pp. ﬁ'é“.

3Georga W. Hoffman and Fred Warner Neal, pﬁoslavu and the New
Communism (New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1962), p. 417.
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PHASES OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE, 1946-1958
Jan 46 - Jun 48 Dogmatic Yugoslav re jection
Jun 48 - Mar 51 Worried rapprochement
Mar 51 ~ May 55 Active commnity of interest
May 55 - May 57 Fearful alienation
May 57 - Mar 8B Trial reconciliation

Figure 4,1

Dogmatic Yugoslav Rejection: Janusry {946 - June 1958, From

the rise of Tito to a position of recognized national power in 1946
until the Soviet action to expel Yugoslavia from the Cominform in the
sumer of 1948, the atmosphere between the U.S, and Yugoslavia was not
cooperative. The Yugoslav government was in the process of consclidate
ing its hold over the nation, and was using all the means at its dis-
posal. This included the diversion from planned recipients of U.S. aid
provided through the UNRRA, which the U,S, saw as a misuse of aid, The
United States was deeply committed to the reconstruction of Burope,
and during this period began to make positive action to deal with the
growing threat of Communist (read Soviet) expansion into the heart of
Europe,

Military affairs send military-to-military contacts with the
U.S, and Britain were used by the Yugoslavs as one of many channels to
comunicate their criticism of Western "democracy® on ideclogical grounds,
These negative contacts are not considered to bs within the scope of
military interchange as used in this study, since they do not serve to
support the development of positive bilateral relstions, but they do shed
light on the varied roles of military elements..persomnel, squipment.,
organizations and communications means--in the conduct of foreign rela-
tions, Examples of this use of military means to express negative
relations during this period are too numerous to present in detail,
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however, Figure 4,2 does 1ist seversl instances which were typical of
those occurring during the period,

USE OF MILITARY MEANS FOR NEGATIVE INTERCHANGE
Jan 46 « Jun 48

Date Event

Apr 46 U.S, told it rust "export" military aviation control equip-
mont installed at Belgrade, used during the war by the U.S.
AMlr Transportation Command to support Partisan forces; imply-
ing that all U,S, equipment in Yugoslavia is Yugoslav property."

Jun 46 U.S. and British warships anchor in Trieste harbor, sent by
Western governments to keep the peace gur.lng Italian-Yugo-
slav dispute over control of the city,

Jul 46 Yugoslav government bars U.S, military mghts into Yugo-
slavia: seen in U,S. as political action.

Aug 46 Selected U.S, military personnel, dependents and defense
civilian employees detained without charges; some charged
with ospiomgo.'_’

Jan 47 Yugoslav government is reported requesting the withdrawal of
all U.S, military attaches, including tgndnistu:tors of
UNRRA aid: TYugoslavs charge espionage.

May 47 Yugoslavy lend-lease settlement negotiations begin, then drag
on without progress: talks become another form for dermncia-
tion of the West,?

Figure 4.2

4The Mstory of placement and the attempted recovery of this
equipment was discussed in The New York Times, 27 April 1946, p. 2.

STbid., 28 June 1946, p. 11.

OIvad., 23 July 1946, p. 2.

7Ind., 6 Avgust 1946, p, 1l 24 September 1946, p. 10; 20
November 1—9“0 Iv, Pe 12,

slb_i_—o 23 Jamuary 1947, p. 13.

- Ibid., 17 May 1947, p. 1; & Augast 1947, p. 5; B August 1947,
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The political nature of these military ‘events is evident without
detailed examination of the ecircumstances of each case, Although rela-
tively low level military persomnel, and military equipment were

* involved, the Yugoslavs had high level, political reasons for these

actions., The ideoclogical nature of the struggle, and the growing dif-
ferences of opinion between the U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia were attested
to by Milovan Djilas in his recollections of the Yugoslav mission to
Moscow at the beginning of 1948;

Tugoslavia and the Soviet Union were the only two East European
countries that were decisively against the Marshall Plan--the
former largely out of revolutionary dogmatism, and the latter for
fear that American economic aid ﬁght shake up the empire 3t had

8o recently acquired militarily.
Some American observers had noticed the growing separation between
thess two Communist ruiod states the previous summer:

« ¢ o Yugoslav Communisa already shows significant divergencies
from the Russian, despite its position as favorits child and the
basic similarity of race and political tradition. Yugoslav Come
mrdsm is as suspicious, arbitrary, brutal, intolerant of opposi-
tion, fanatical and tortuous as Russian, On the other hand, it
leads by no means the hermit-like existence led by Russian Cone
minism, . . , People not suspected by the government are freer
in their contact with foreigners and in their willingness to dis-
ocuss 1deoloﬁ and international politics than is generally reil-
iged, ., . .

This difference in perspective may have been seen by astute
observers in Belgrade and Washington, but it did not prevent the overall
pattern of relations between the two states from degenerating during this
period.

10M1ovan Djilas, Conversations With Stalin (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World, 1962), p. 127.

prom a letter by John M. Cabot to the Secretary of State, in

U.S. Department of State, Bastern the Soviet Union, Vol. IV in
Relations of the United States: Washington, D.C, : Govern-
ment Printing ce, 1972), pp. BiB=19. (Hereafter referred to as
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The general state of relations notwithstanding, there were two
examples of military interchange which 11lustrate how it can woxk to
build positive relations, even in a hostile political enviromment,
These two examples are shown in Figure 4.3 in the format that will be
used throughout the remainder of this discussion to display military

interchange examples,

MILITARY INTERCHANGE
Jan 46 -« Jun 48

Date Event rpe Interchange

Jul 47 U.S. military attache was commended for his  Mlitary funded,
representation: ", , ., friendly contact admindistration
with a mumber of Yugoslav officials has been representation
established and their confidence secured,”12

Jan 48 Secret clause in Ttalian surrender revealed, Mlitary funded,

covering transfer of Italian ships to Yugo- operationsal,
slavia, Greecs, France, U,S.S.R. disclosed.13 representstionl¥

Figure 4,3

In sumary, U.S, suspicions of Commmism, American interest in
preventing a Commnist takeover in Greece and U.S. interest in efforts
to rebuild Eurcpe put relations with Yugoslavia in a minor role during
this phase, The new Commnist government of Yugoslavia saw itself as
& partner of the U,S,S.R. on the path to socialism., The politieal
climate between the U,S, and Yugoslavia was one of dogmtic rejection

12p44., p. 823,

1Henson W, Baldwin in The New York Times, 12 Jamuary 1948;
State Department confirmation, The New York Times, 18 Janmuary 1948;
first ships move for France, 9 February 1943,

%115 15 an example of U.S. military interchangs to assist in
setting up the pesce treaty arrangements that required Italian repsra-
tions to Yugoslavia, and later U,S. willingness, in the uncooperative
a]t:::ghere of U,S.«~Yugoslav relations, to allow the delivery to be con-
Pp. .
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by the Yugoslavs, and there was 1ittle room for military interchange.
The two examples of interchange that could be identified during this
phase show how it can be carried out in a hostile political environment,
These are isolated examples only, and not indicative of the general
trend of the phase,

Worried Rapprochement: June = March o From the
Soviet action to ostracize Yugoslavia from the Cominform in June, 1948,
until the beginning of U.S, arms aid to Yugoslavia almost three years
later, relations between the two countries were characterised by a
slow, worried rapprochement, Improvement began first in words and
later in faoct, and the use of military interchinge to assist in building
the relationship was altered to keep pace,

Milovan Djilas was not the only Yugoslav who noticed that all
was not right in the Yugoslav relationsidp with the U.S,.S.R. during
the early months of {948, Dedijer describes a Yugoslav move toward
discussion of an eventual federation of Balkan states, without the
U,S.8:R., that incensed the Kremlin leadership. During a visit to
Rumarda in Jamary, Georgi Dimitrov, a Bulgarisn who had been highly
regarded as one of the leaders of the international Communist movement
before World War II, responded to a question on a federation of Balkan
states by saying:

When the question matures, as it must inevitably mature, then

our peoples, the nations of peoples! demoecracy, Rumandia, Bulgaria,

Yugoslavia, Albaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Bungary and Greece--
mind you, and Greecele-will settle it,l

151 adimir Dedi jor, Tito (New York: Simon and Sohuster, 1953),
P. 314. For a background discussion of Georgl Mmitrov, "a person who

enjoyed Stalin's rare regard , . .," see D}ilas, op, cit., p. 33.
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This statement by an old international Communist and close associate
of Tito's was not lost on Moscow ears. The charge of plotting to form

a federation outside the guidance of true (Moscowestyle) Marxism-Leninism
wWas a central part of the accusations against Tto.

During the week preceding the Cominform attack on Yugoslavia,
two major events began to define U,S, attitudes toward the U.S.5.R. even
more clearly than they. had been; the Berlin blockade, which necessitated
the massive airlift of supplies into the western sectors of the city:
and the successful takeover in Czechoslovakia by the Commmunt st Party.

In the West, it appeared that the U.S.S.R. was on the move again,

The first positive act between the U.S, and Yugoslavia of a mili.
tary interchange nature took place within two weeks of the Cominform
action. On July 10th the Iugt;alav Arbassador snd the Undersecretary of
State conferred in Washington on the still unsettled lend-lease account,
and the press reported that a settlement was nur.16 This agreement was '
a form of administrative representation, which was necessary as s prior
condition to any other discussion of U.S. aid for the Yugoslavs. The
temns of the agreomnt called for Yugoslav payment of $17 million for
U.S. owned assets lost during the war, and $900 thousand in Yugoslav
currency for lend-lease supplies not used in the war. In response, the
U.S. released Yugoslav gold which had been held in American banks during
the war, thus eliminating a major Yugoslav frustration,17

Except for this immediate reaction, to release Yugoslav gold,
there was 1ittle change in the relationship. Yugoslav speeches and

16'1‘he settlement agreement was signed by Secretary Marshall and
Deputy Minister Hlagojevic in Washington on July 10th,

177he New York Times, 20 July 1948, p. 1.
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official pronouncements contimed to be hostile toward western "imperis].
ism" for some time, although at thq Yugoslav government amniversary
celebration dinner Mosa Pi jade made a point of praising the U,.S. and
Britain for thelr support of the Partisans during the war, This expres-
sion of thankfulness was so urmsual that it was taken as an important
signal of the changing relationship. 18

In April, 1949, Ttaly ceded nine small naval vessels to Yugo-
slavia, as part of the secret clause of the Italian peace settlement
discussed above, This act of reparations might have helped heal the
breach between these neighboring countries, but the issue of control
of the zone surrounding Trieste was having a long term negative effect
on Italian~Yugoslav relations, which served to keep this example of
Tugoslav-Ttalian military interchange from having any significant effect
on relations between the two countries.

In August, 1949, President Truman responded favorably to a
Yugoslav request to buy squipment in the United States to set up a
steel rolling mill in Yugoslavia. Secretary of Defense Johnson was
initiadly opposed to the move, on the grounds that it would allow Con-
mnist led Yugoslavia to develop an improved ability to make steel stock
of the sort used in military equipment. The matter was submitted to
the National Security Council, where the Secretary of Defense withdrew
his objection on the grounds that the decision could be reviewed before
the equipment was actually shipped.l? Although a steel finishing

18pi Jade was the oldest member of the Yugoslav Commurist Party
when it was formed in 1920, He became the Party theoretician, and was
one of Tito's closest personal associates. See Djilas, t., PP,
200-201, Pijade's remarks were made in Belgrade on 29 1948,
For comments, see The New York Times, 30 Nowvewber 1948, p. 9.

19151d., 19 August 1949, p. 3.
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mill is not in itself an item of defen.se "goods" in the sense used in
this study, it could have had militery sigmificance, if the Yugoslavs
had used the steel for military purposes, American willingness to pro-
vide the equipment, and the information that could de gained by the
Yugoslavs from examining and using it, was an important element of
building a confident relationship between the U.S. and Yogoslavia. A
comment in The New York Times after the'decision was announced put the
event in perspective:; "The move is in 1ine with this country's cautious
encouragement of Marshal Tito's goverrment, and is the most vital step
thus far in this palicy,n2

During the fall of 1949, Soviet troops were concentrated in the
satellite states bordering Yugoslavis.?l In iugust Mto had stressed
his need for a large army to defend Yugoslavia in the erisis with other
nations in the Cominform.?2 The Soviet troops appeared to many to be
part of the Soviet effort to bring Yugoslavia to terms with the Cominform,
Rumors of U.S. military aid to the Yugoslavs began to circulate in Washe
ington,?3 and radio Mingary reported that the U,S, was providing arms
aid to the !ugoslavs.za These rumors were sharply denied by Secretary
of State Acheson, as they had been whenever they had arisen in the past

year,25

2Robert F. Whitney in Ibid., 18 August 1949, p. 1.

211pid,, 1 September 1949, p. &.

22ndd., 6 Mugust 1949, p. 7.

23mdd., 1 September 1949, p. 4.

2nid., 8 September 1949, p. 13.

Z5For Secretary Acheson's denisl ses Ibid., 1 September 1949, p,

4, An esrlier rumor and its sharp demial by the State Department is
described in Did., 6 November 1948, p. 5.



98

However, this time the U.S. was about to make s msjor change in
relations with Yugoslavia: on 8 September 1949, the U,S. ExportImport
Bank msde a $20 million loan to the Yugoslav govermment for genersl
economic development, On the eve of the official amnouncement of the
loan, C. L. Sulzberger, of The New York Times, with the combination of
insight and advance information that had charactexized his coverage of
U.S.~Yugoslav relations, noted that: ", , ., a somewhat friendlier atti-
tude toward the West is dimly becoming visitle."?6 jaithin a momth, the
U.S.S.R. and five of her satellite allies had abrogated their friend-
ship pacts with Yugoslavia, and the dim light of U.S.-Yugoslav friend.
ship was becoming brighter. By early November, Sulzberger saw the U.S.
prepared to provide #, . ., all aid short of military support in assist-
ing Marshal Tito to maintain ks independence.”?’ Within a week, the
Secretary of State was quoted by Swiss sources as saying essentially
the same thing. Officially the report was demied, but the perception
of a shifting U.S. policy reminod.za The shifting policy was no more
than verbal posturing by both the U.S, and the Yugoslavs until the
fall of 1950, Tito was insistent that as much as he needed economic
and military assistance to replace what the Soviets had been providing
and to counter the threat that the Cominform nations now presented, he
was not going to trade Yugoslav independencs, in domestic or inter-
national mt;.ors. for U,S. assistance. The Yugoslavs were trying not
to take sides in the growing U.S,-U.S.S.R. conflict. Yugoslav ideas

261H4d,, 8 September 1949, p. 13.
271bid., 4 November 1949, p. 12.

B1bid,, 7 November 1989, p. 1; denial two days later, in Jbid.,
9 November 19 : p. 19. ’



of nonalignment, which have played an important part of Yugoslav foreign
policy in the recent past, were begiming to be formulated during this
period, and Belgrade was working to build a reputation for existing out-
side the two major blocs of nations, The Yugoslavs seemed worried lest
by accepting U,S. aid, which they needed, they might destroy their
fragile independence, not to mention their image as a nonaligned power.

The U.S., on the other hand, was moving slovly in its relations
with Yugoslavia for other reasons. There was a growving aversion to
relations with a Commurist government, no matter how independent .:rrom
Moscow it appeared, American leaders were concentrating their attention
on the war in Korea, which was competing for U.S, military resmurces with
the need to strengthen Europe, Development of stronger ties with Yugo-
slavia, under the unconstrained conditions which the Yugoslavs would
accept, did not appear to be a major U.S. goal at this time,

In November, 1950, after a disastrous harvest, the Yugoslavs
were faced with major food shortages. The U.S. offered to provide funds
through the Matual Defense Assistance Program (MDAP) to feed the Yugo-
slav Armed Forces, freeing existing foodstuffs for use in the civilian
community, ‘MDAP funds were a logical candidate for this assistance
for several reasons. First, the funds were available: earlier in the
fall Congress had sppropriated an additional $4 billion in MDAP funds,
primarily to support the United Nations operations in Korea, The
suthorization legislation gave the President flexibility to divert up to
10 percent of the MDAP funds without prior Congressional approval, if the
security of the United States required it, This permitted the President
to shif't these funds to help Yugoslavia., On November 16th President
Trumsn granted $16 million from MDAP funds to feed the Yugoslav military.
He also promised to ask Congress for additional help specifically for
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Yugoslavia, When news of this help was made public in Yugoslavia, many
people mistook it for the beginning of a U.S.-Yugoslav military slliance,
The notion of such an slliance had surprising popularity, according to
' U.S, observers on the scene.?? This use of MDAP funds to feed the Yugo-
slav military for four months, thereby averting a food crisis is an
example military interchange in the category of foreign assistance funded,
adming strative (personnel) goods. '

During the discussion which preceded President Truman's decision
to use MDAP funds in this instance, Marshal Tito was interviewsd by a
Western correspondent on Yugoslav needs and the role of U.S. sid. Dur~
ing the course of the interview he said: "If our independence is threat-
ened even more by the Soviet.led Cominfaorm countries, we shall tuy arms
from ﬂ:o WOst."” This was not the first time that Yugoslav interest
in Western arms assistance had surfaced, but it was the first time
that it had been stated so explicitly. This growing Yugoslav sense of
need for Western arms, the U.S. desire to bolster Yugoslav independence
from Moscow, and the sense on both sides that cooperation to attain
shared goals was possible, set the stage for the period of active mili.
tary cooperation that followed.

Active Community of Interest; March 1951 ~ May 1955. This

four year period might be called the golden age of U,S,~Yugoslav mili-
tary interchange. It began with a secret request by the Yugoslav

government for grant aid from the United States to modernize the Yugo-
slav military forces and terminated with the shift of Yugoslav foreign

” Dpor cbservations from Belgrade sse Ibid., 26 November 1950, p.

de-. 24 Noverber 1950, Pe 18,
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policy from neutral but pro-Western to neutral but pro-Commnist, Dure
ing this period both the United States and Tugoslavia vere interested
in developing a closer nhtionship. and both states were willing to
use the channels of military :}nterehmge to help further these interests,

In March of 1951 the Yugoslav government initiated a secret
request for ams aid from the United States, Britain and France, This
request was announced a month later by the Yugoslav government not as
a change in policy, but as a necessary step to counter the growing
threat posed by the rearmament of the Balkan satellite states by the
Soviet Union.3! The request included tanks, artillery, small arms, com-
mnications equipment and spare parts to modernize the Yugoslav armed
forces,3? U.5. response to the request was quick and favorable., On
April 17th President Truman acted under the same authority he had used
the year before, which permitted him to reprogram up to 10 percent of
the annual MDAP appropriation to any nation where it was needed. The
materials sent were not arms, howsver. U.S, shipments began with less
politically explosive materials such as hides for shoes, wool for uni-
forms and machine tools,>> The mechamism for transferring arms and
mlitary equipment would take some time to set up in Yugoslavia: U.S.
laws governing MDAP operations required that the delivery and use of
U.S. furnished equipment be checked upon arrival in the recipient coun-

try by U.S. military personnel, and no military personnel were in
Yugoslavia to perform this function. This matter, the inspection of

31The official anmouncement by Yugoslav Deputy Foreign Mimister
Viahovic was reported in Ibid., 12 April 1951, p. 23.

3214d,, 9 April 1951, p. 1.
31bad., 17 April 1951, p. 1.3 19 April 1951, p. 7.
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MDAP equipment in the hands of Yugoslav t;roops. was a matter of cone
tinuing disagreement between the U,S, and Yugoslavia all during this
period, The U,S, govermuent, particularly the Congress, insisted on
being assured through on-site inspection that the equipment was being
used in the manner and for the purposes for which it had Mn gliven.
The Yugoslav government looked upon all foreign military presence in
mich the same manner as they had come to ses Soviet mlitary presence
before the Cominform break: as an intelligence gathering efrort. and
an external effort to subvert the Yugoslav military.

In order to begin the actual procurement of military supplies,
the Chief of the Yugoslav General Staff, Colonel General Koca Popovic
was sent to the United States in June, 1951. He toured U,S, military
installations to learn more about the American military syaten.y'
During his visit, he stated that the goals of Yugoslav requests for
military assistance from the U,.S, were threefold: to modernize the
army; to increase the firepower of the forces to preserve a balance
of power in the Balkans; and to permit the Yugoslavs to fight offen.
sively, a capability they did not have as Partisans during World war II.
Colonel General Popovic was looking for arms through commercisl channels
at the time of his visit, although by the time he arrived the Adminis- -
tration had committed the United States to providing arms through mrtusl
defense channels as soon as they were requested by Iugoslavia.35

In fact, the government in Belgrade had made such a request
prior to the arrival of Colonel General Popovic, and on June 20th it

m" 9 Jun. 1951' po 1.
35mid., 12 June 1951, p. 15.
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was announced that: ¥, , . as an earnest of the United States' desire
to help maintain Yugoslavian independence, arrangements were made for
the delivery of a small quantity of military materiel which was drawn
principally from excess stocks of the Department of the Arnw."36 In
two months, the use of military resources had gone from a rumor to one
of the confirmed element of U,S, foreign policy toward Yugoslavia, The
speed with which this program was established illustrates one of the
inherent advantages of military interchange as an implement of foreign
policy. Intermational diplomacy proceeds very slowly until some basic
decision is reached, then there is an immediate requirement to respond.
Because the military has available trained individuals and matertel, it
is able to react quickly under the direction of the policy makers,

| In August, 1951, W. Averill Harriman visited Tito as s special
representative of President Truman, Their discussion of U.S. aid was
an effort by the U.S. to reinforce the Yugoslav perception that the
U.S. was providing aid without conditions. The talks resulted in agree-
ment between Tito and Harriman that the U,.S. and Yugoslavia would cooper-
ate in defending against a Soviet attack, although Tito had no desire
to enter into any formal, written agreement on the uttor.37 This
visit constitutes an example of operationsl representation, and can be
considered one form of military interchange, because of the subject matter
of the talks, even though the participants were operating at a broad
level of policy that included more than military issues,

3rron a Department of Defense statement published in Jbid.,
20 June 1951, Pe 1.

371b4d., 27 August 1951, p. 1. For an editorial favoring support
for Tito. soe Mo. P 18.
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Mr. Harriman's return to Washington was clossly followed by a
Yugoslav military mission, which came to discuss the details of aid
needs, Major General Milo Killibarda, Chief of Supply, and Major
General M. S. Sammonja, Chief of Operations conferred with General
George C. Marshall to work out details of the developing progran. This
was the first of many high level representational visits by Yugoslav
military leaders to the United States during this phase of U.S,-
Yugoslav relations,

High level military interchange visits took place in both
countries, U,S. Army Chief of Staff, General J. Lawton Collins yas
sent to Yugoslavia during the fall of 1951 to discuss aid problems,
make further arrangements for the administration of the ald program and
assess the capabilities of the Yugoslav armed forces, He discussed the
possibility of establishing a Mlitary Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG)
with Tito, who was reluctant to accept American militsry advisors into
Yugoslav units,® During his visit General Collins became better
acquainted with Yugoslav military capabilities, and watched Yugoslav
troops on maneuvers, He returned impressed by the maneuvers, and con-
vinced that the Yugoslavs needed tanks, artillery and aviation. He
also managed to work out an arrangement that would permit the U.S, to
perform the necessary observation and inspsction of equipment without
creating an unacceptable problem for the Yugoslavs, This required the
establishment of a new form of military representation within the
structure of the American Embassy in Belgrade. An Office of the

Bgeneral Collins visit and his discussions vith Tito were re-

ported in The New York Times, 15 October 1951, p. 1; 17 October 1951, p.
18; 18 October 1951, p. 17 19 October 1951, p. 8.
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"Military Assistance Attache" was formed to coordinate U,S, military
activity in Yugoslavia that were essential to the MDAP support. A U,S.
Army brigadier general was brought in from Rome to head the office. He
was to work under the control of the U,S. Ambassador, and have a total of
30 personnel in his office.” This staff was to be in addition to the
small sttache offices from each of the armed services, The functions
of the Military Assistance Attache were to:

1. Progranm materie]l to be shipped after ascertaining local

needs and U.S. ability to satisfy them;

2. Confirm arrival of equipment and certify its condition;

3. Check Yugoslav use of equipment, and provide maintenance

assistances and

4. Organize training programs for I\&goslav officers in the

United States and possibly West Germany.

Once Brigadier General Harmony's office was set up and func-
tioning, the pace of military interchange began to quicken, Many
detalls of the programs estsblished were never relessed to the public,
850 a complete analysis of the timing and dollar value of each mili-
tary interchange incident can not be determined without access to clas-
sified records, However, the events reported in the press during this
period do indicate the variety and the general acceptability of mili-
tary interchange: the examples in Figure 4.4 indicate the types of
interchange that were used during this period. .

During this period of extensive military interchange activity
the United States was also providing economic aid to Yugoslavia, at a

rate roughly equal to the military assistance, Thess close relations

39petails of the new post of "Military Assistance Attache" were
announced in Ibid,, 11 November 1951, p. 14.

“oThe new Military Assistance Attache discussed his mission in
an interview, Ibid., 20 November 1951, p. 19.
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did result in some areas of cooperation in addition to the military
interchange activities themselves, TYugoslsvia was committed to oppose
aggression in southeast Europe, for example, although the comitment
was never made formal in a signed agreement, and did not extend to
military cooperation beyond the Balkans., Yugoslavia worked informally
with Greece and Turkey to coordinate the defense of the L jubljana Gap,
but would not join either the North Mﬁ.ant:lc Treaty Organization, nor
the 111 fated European Defense Community: Tito was consistent in his
insistence that Yugoslavia remain outside of any formal military pacts,
The U.S. was able to assist in moderrizing the Yugoslav armed forces,
but not to the point where there was a completely open exchange of
information between the two armed forces, The U.S. was not able to use
its presence, or the weight of past assistance to influence the Yugo-
slavs, Yugoslavia was not inclined to join NATO, for example, and the
issue of control of Trieste was still unresolved, and represont«eﬁ a
barrier between Italy and Yugoslavia, which in turn stood in the way
of a closely integrated defense against Soviet aggression in Southeast
Burope,

After the death of Stalin in March, 1953, the threat from the
U.S.S.R., as perceived by the Yugoslavs, began to decrease somewhat.,
As the Soviet Union went through the internal struggles that marked a
change of leadership, the political climate around Yugoslavia began to
shift, Tt was s though Tito and his traditional attitudes about inter-
nationsl relations remained constant, while the world around him shifted,
From a Western perspective he began to look more like an &lly of the
U.S.S.R. than before. Stalin was gone, and the Yugoslavs seemed to be
hoping for an end to the isclation he had placed them in since 1948.
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Early in 1955, for example, the Yugoslav government declared that it saw

no contradiction in accepting arms aid from the U.S. while remsining
neutral, but friendly, toward both Eastern and Western blocs, 3

The Yugoslavs were being consistent with their values of long
standing, seeking to insure their own security without losing their
political autonomy, working to improve their influence among other
nations who were not committed to eithef bloc, and looking for opportuni-
ties to improie their own position in the Balkans, Since the beginning
of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes these goals seem to have
been a large part of the basis for Yugoslav foreign policy. From the
events reviewed above, they fit Yugoslav actions during and after World
War II.

From the U.S. perspective, these same Yugoslav actions had
painted a different picture. From the beginning of the Moscow-Belgrade
rift to the spring of 1955, U.S, policy mskers had been able to see that
Yugoslavia was persona non grata in the Soviet bloc. From a Western
perspective, this meant that there was some hope of pushing, pulling
or enticing Tito to join the Western camp, Yugoslav alliance with the
West would have demonstratod the superiority of 1ife in the West over
1ife under Soviet domination and encouraged the other East European
states to weaken the Soviet bloc. Yugoslav cooperation with the West,
and the ready Yugoslav scceptance of American military assistance since
1951 had been strong evidence that Yugoslavia was being won over into

alliance with the West,

43por a contemporary analysis of Yugoslav neutrality see Ibid.,
23 January 1955, IV, p. 6.
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Now Moscow and Belgrade were on speaking terms again, The éom.
mnist foundation of Yugoslav society, which had always been there,
was somehow easier to ses, The commnity of interest that had kept the
© U.S, and Yugoslavia on parallel tracks for four years vas being over-
shadowed by a growing Yugoslav rapprochement with the U,S,S.R. From
the Yugoslav perspective, American assistance had been reciprocated by
Yugoslav cooperation in the face of a Soviet threat in the Balkans,
and the U,S,~Yugoslav account was settled. 1In the U,.S. view, American
aid to Yugoslavia for the past four years had been an investment to
insure Yugoslav loyalty in the face of a worldwide Soviet threat, and
the Yugoslavs were falling behind in their payments,

Fearful Alienation: May 1955 - May 1957, The "golden age of

U.S.~Yugoslav military interchange did not come to a sudden, unexpected
end, Early in 1955, before the visit to Belgrade by the new Soviet
leaders, Nikolal Bulganin and Mkita Xhrushchev, the Yugoslav government
had begun to take actions to establish an international policy of
"absolute neutrality.” Members of the U.S. Senate, concerned with what
they perceived as a growing threat of Commnist expansion, and Soviet
plans for world domination, expressed concern in May of 1955 that the
U.S. ought to re-examine aid to Yugoslavis if Tito declared a policy
that did not commit Yugoslavia to a pro-U.S. position.w The statements
were made during anmal hearings concerning U.S., foreign aid prograns,
At a press conference on May 25th, Secretary of State Dulles reported
that the U.S. had not changed its military aid policy toward Yugoslavia,
even though Bulganin and Khrushchev were due in Belgrade the following

“me New York Times, 15 My 1955, p. 1.
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day."5 The Administration was still comimitted to support Yugoslavia,
even though Congressional sentiments were beginning to show the effects
6!' Sonator McCarthy's anti-Communi st attacks,

The Khrushchev-Tito visit was a major breakthrough in Soviet
relations with Yugoslavia, Khrushchev approved of the Yagoslav policy
of feast and west," and Moscow cbservers saw the Yugoslavs excluding
themselves from membership in NATO through the wording of the joint
commnique which was issued by the two lesders at the end of the v»i,s:lt.“6
This clainm should not have surprised Western observers, since Tito had
- been carefully turning aside all attempts to tie Yugoslavia into a
Western military alliance since 1951. Before the Soviet visit, however,
the Yugoslav government had made a bid for talks on nilitary aid with
Great Britain, France and the United States.’” The Yugoslavs were firm
in their reluctance to join military pacts, but they still felt the
need for arms to defend themselves. The Yugoslav government had not
changed their basic policy on militery pacts since the beginning of ime
proved U,S.-Yugoslav relations in 1951, but American attitudes, particu-
larly in Congress, had begun to change, and Yugoslav leaders were unwill-
ing to reverse their policy just to please their American critics. 8

Americans who favored continued Western ald to Yugoslavia worked
to restore confidence in the wisdom of the prograz. C. L. Sulzberger

k5mad., 25 may 1955, p. 4.
bo1ad., 4 June 1955, p. 3.

"7A report of the mid-May proposal was released during the Soviet
visit., See The New York Times, 31 May 1955, p. 1. U.S. confirmation of
the proposed conference was relessed almost imediately, see Ibad., 2
June 1955, p. 1.

#Britore refusal to Join the Warsav Pact was reported in The
Now York Times, 6 June 1955, p. i.
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reviewed the de facto connection of Yugoslavia to NATO through the 'Btlkm
entente with Greece and Turkey.“g The Yugoslavs accepted a British
offer to conduct combined naval maneuvers in the Adriatic for the first
time since World War II. Even President Eisenhower had spoken out
to support U.S, interest in Yugoslavia, but the suspicion growing in
Congress could not be eliminated .51 |

In July, 1955, a new item was added to the U,S, suspicions. As
Congressional fears about military aid to Yugoslavia grew, the extent
of Congressional questioning of U.S, military programs also increased.
In order to be prepared for these questions, Pentagon officials enlarged
reporting requirements on the U.S, Military Assistance Mission in Yugo-
slavia., On the 20th of July the senior Mlitary Assistance Attache
reported that he had been unable to increase the inspection and review
of the U.S, progranm in Iugoslavin.sz The Yugoslavs, familiar with
Soviet pressure tactics from the period before the break with the
Cominform, saw the U.S. attempt as "blackmail and presmre."53 Tto,
feeling the pressure, was moved to forbid U.S. "supervision® of mili-
tary aid during a speech in Croatia,* Tis issue required a wisit to

Maq., 29 June 1955, p. 28.

Obid., & July 1955, p. 3 and 16 July 1955, p. 3.

5lpresident Risenhower minimized the impact of the U.S.S.R.-
Yugoslav agreement; see The New York Times, 9 June 1955, p. 16, The
New York Times supported the President®s statement in an editorial on
10 June 1955' P 2“0

521bid., 20 July 1955, p. 9.

53bad., 27 July 1955, p. 3.

sl"l‘ito saw reflections of Soviet behavior prior to the Cominform
dispute; Ibid., 28 July 1955, pp. 1 and 22,
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Yugoslavia by Deputy Undersecretary Murphy in October, which included
talks with Tito, in order to find a solution that allowed the U.S,
represenﬁatives to carry out their mission without causing the Yugoslav
" government to feel a loss of smr.aignty.55 This 4s an example of a
relatively minor administrative probleme-how many MAAG representatives
are permitted and how freely can they travel--that requires delicate
negotiation at the highest levels of gavérment. Such involvement of
low level military operators in high level policy operations illustrates
one of the weaknesses of military interchange. The personnel assigned
to the office of the Military Assistance Attache in Belgrade were ex-
posed to conditions during this period that would have magnified far
out of proportion any failure to perform in an exemplary manmer at all
tims; Training and maintainming such personnel is costly, but the mili-
tary must be willing to spend the time and money to insure that good
people are available within the services, and made available for critical
assignments regardless of the cost.

As a result of the high level efforts of Secretary Mirphy, the
Yugoslavs permitted the U,S, to increase the size of the military assist-
ance office at the U,S, Embassy in Belgrade from 44 to 60 individuals,
Primarily military, permitting more complete reporting, and hopefully a
more understanding Congrass.56 In & New York Times review of U,S,=-
Yugoslav military interchange from 1951 through 1955, the following
effects of U.S, military assistance were identified:

55bid., 1 October 1955, p. 1.
56&-9-" 5 November 1955! P 3.
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Twice saved Yugoslavia from scute food shortages;
Helped develop the Yugoslav industrial base;

Kept Yugoslavia out of the Soviet camp;

Permitted the regime to relax internal controls;
Strengthened Yugoslav defenses;

Guaranteed the friendship of the Yugoslav peoplo.57

These were strong statements, They were not accepted immediately by
all Americans. They were simply untrue to those critics of American
policies toward Yugoslavia who had come to doubt the enmity between
Yugoslavia and the U.S.S.R., who saw the Yogoslav regime as a police
state, or who questioned the loyalty of a former friend who has a graw;
ir;g rapport with one's worst enemy. The Yugoslav policy of feast and
west! was generating alienation within the U.S. Congress, and there was
Jittle the administration could do to overcome it.

When the foreign aid program for Fiscal Year 1957 came before
Congress, proposed military aid to Yugoslavia came under sharp attack.
As debate was getting underway in the Senate, Tito visited Moscow, and
the friendship evident in his visit, particularly with Soviet Defense
Minister Marshal Zhukov, added considerable weight to the arguments of
those who wanted an end to U.S, assistance. T™to, typically, saw this
opposition to Soviet-Yugoslav friendship as unacceptable pressure, He
expressed his regrets over the threats to cut U.S. aid, but would not
modify his policies to insure its contimuation,® When the U.S. debate
was over, there had been an unsuccessful attempt to cut out all new
military aid to Yugoslavia, However, the process of suthorizing and
appropriating foreign aid funds had resulted in s signficant restric-
tion on new aid to Yugoslavia: beginming immediastely new aid for

571bid., 23 Jamary 1936, p. 8.
811d., 28 June 1956, p. 1.
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Yugoslavia could be spent only for spm parts and replacement items
of equipment, Further, whatever aid was planned for Tito's armed forces
could be sent only if President Eisenhowsr determined that it was in
the national interest to do s0.”° This assault on the President's
foreign aid program, the first defest he had suffered in foreign policy.éo
gave the Yugoslav government a clear sign that there were problems in |
their relations with the Umited States.

In an apparent effort to offset the effects of this Senate
action against the Yugoslav government, the Administration used a2 mili-
tary interchange means that was not restricted by law, the naval ship
visit, On August 8th, less than a week after the new restrictive foreign
aid legislation had become law, Vice Admiral Charles R. Brown, the Come
mander of the U,S, Navy's Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, began a
three day courtesy call on the Yugoslav Navy. The timing of this visit
was too close to be coincidence: the flagship of the U.S, Sixth Fleet
in port, at Split, with its commander ashore as the guest of the Yugo-
slav Navy could conceivably have been a big help in countering Yugoslav
popular disappointment about the cut in aid. This form of military
operations funded, administrative representation has been gn important
element in U.S, foreign policy since long before the fgreat white i’loet"
showed the flag of the United States in the major harbors of the world.
It remains important today, as a low cost, available means of demonstrating

59The Authorization bill required the Presidential finding of
national interest; see The New York Times, 7 July 1956, p. 1. The Ap-
propriations bill restricted new funds to spare parts and supplies; see
The New York Times, 26 July 1956, p. 1.

€n4d,, 8 June 1956, p. 1.
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U,S. friendship or support for another nation, a technique which is
completely under the President's control,

As the 90 day deadline for the President's finding on military
assistance drew near, Yugoslav concern increased. In this comnection,
a visit to Yugoslavia by Khrushchev in mid September upset the govern-
ment in Belgrade: they apparently expected that Khrushchev's visit
would pressure President Eisenhower to decide against further aid for
Tugoslavia.5! Their fears were realized in part by the Presidential
decision on 16 October, Although he determined that Yugoslavia was
independent of the U.S.S.R. and was therefore eligible for further aid
under the Congressional restrictions, he decided to withhold further
deliveries of heavy military hardware.52 Tiis decision stopped the
flow of tanks and jet planes until a more detsiled appraissl of the
situation could be made. The Yugoslav government was disappointed, but
had 1ittle cause for surprise, after the Congressionsl debate and the
timing of Khrushchev's visit, The President's action, to authorize
continued aid then withhold some of it until the situation could be
studied in more detail, peotm a familiar pattern during the next two
years, as Congressional opposition to aid for Yugoslsvia continued to
grow,

When the Soviet Union invaded Rungsry one month later, the threat
to Yugoslavia seemed to have increased significantly. The Yugoslav
reaction to Soviet intervention in Hungary seemed anbivalent from a

611b14d,, 19 September 1956, p. 1k.

62‘l‘ho President's letter to Congress was published in The New
York Times, 16 October 1956, p. 4. For a related story, see Ibid.,
16 October 1956, p. 1.
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Western perspective. On one hand, he approved of the original aims of

the Hungsrian national Communists, But events in Hungary had gotten
ou‘l‘f of control, and Tito came to support the second, mors violent Soviet
invasion, on 23 October, as ", , , necessary even if unforhmate."63

In the United States, the Hungarian Revolution was generslly seen
as a clear demonstration of the aggressive intentions of the U.S.S.R.,
suppressing what was assumed to be the deep seated yearning for freedom
within the Hungarian people. If the Soviet Union was beginning s period
of military intervention in East Eurocps, U.S, military assistance to help
the Yugoslavs resist would once again be in the national interest of -
the United States. There were reports in December, 1956, that the Presi-
dent was considering the resumtion of military aid to Yugoslavia,5%
According to The New York Times, Eisenhower was planming to invite Tito
to visit the United States, and the resumption of aid was to have been
made, or at least announced, as part of the visit. Once the proposed
visit Secamo known in Congress, opponents of U.S, relations with Yugo-
slavia began a loud, public objection that grew into what the press
called.®,,, an uproar."65 A petition was circulated in Congress calling
on the President to withdraw his invitation to Tito. Debate over the
1ssue was loud and emotional, and widely reported in the press. Before
the pressure forced the President to act, T4to announced that he would

63Hoffmm and Neal have an analysis of the Yugoslav position
based on Yugoslav sources, See Hoffman and Neal, op. cit., pp 437-41.
Zbigniew Brzezinski provides a detailed discussion of the rationale for
Tito's actions during this dilemma. See Brgezinsid, op, cit., pp. 233~
8.

6o New York Times, 17 December 1956, p. 1.

651‘"01' s report on Congressional pressures ges Ibid., 30 Jamuary
1957, p. 1.
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not be coming. For a man of Tito's pride and stature, canceling thé
trip was a major embarrassment, and another ptece of evidence of the
efforts of the U,S, to manipulate him and the way he conducted Yugo-
slav foreign policy. Once the visit was canceled, thers was no immediate
action taken publicly to reinstate military aid, although the issue was
still very mmch alive,

In May, once the acrimony of Tito's canceled visit had died
down, plans to resume the suspended military aid were revivod.66 There
were at that time $100 million worth of orders outstanding, including
about 200 jet planes, Although fear of Commnism contimed to dominate
mich of the thinking about U,S.-Yugoslav relstions, particularly in
Congress, and the relations themselves contimed toward apparent
alienation, the President seemed committed to attempting a reconcilia-
tion, at least on a trial basis, The mechamism for mlitary interchange
in Yugoslavia was still intact: there were still attaches for military
assistance as well as the more traditionsl representation and informs-
tion gathering functions, On the {3th of May the President began what
was to be the last major effort to use military grant aid as part of
U.S.~Yugoslav relations: he ordered the resumption of previously com-
mitted shipments.57

Trisl Reconciliation; May 1957 - March 1958, This effort to

restore relations between the U.S. and Yugoslavia to the more cooperative,

pragmatic basis of tho.' igolden age' of five years earlier was not

660n May 10th, the President was reported ready to resume the aid
suspended seven months earlier. See Ibid., 10 May 1957, P. 1.

67mbid., 13 My 1957, p. 7.
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saccessful, The reasons were many, In the United States, Congress;
which had for long had a strong group of opponents to U.S, aid to Yugo-
slavia, was still opposed, for basically ideoclogical grounds, Typical
of this position was the comment of Senstor William F. Knowland (Rep.,
Calif.), Senate Republican lesder and long time opponent of aid to
Yagoslavia, who was against ", , , taxing the American people to support
the economic and political systems of Commmist countries abroad,n58
The Administration stood nearly alone during the summer of 1957 in try-
ing to get a foreign aid bill through Congress contaiming aid for Yugo-
slavia.69

Motivated by this groving American antagonism, and an apparent
Soviet willingness to tolerate more diversity among satellite govern-
ments, the Yugoslav gc;verment moved toward a new rapprochement with
the Soviet Unmlon., Tito and Khrushchew met at a secret meeting at
Bucharest in August to discuss closer affiliation.’® Yugoslavia Segan
more active sipport of the U,S,S.R. in the United Nations, Tito
oriticized the West in an article in the fall issue of Foreign Affairs,
which called for the dissolution of NATO. The break-point for the U.S.
most 1ikely came on October 15th, when Belgrade recognmized the Rast
German govermment., This Wevidence' that Yugoslavia and the U.S.S5.R.
were acting in concert was followed quickly by an amnouncement by

8114, 15 May 1957, p. 13.

69C¢mgresaional debats and popular opposition to the Adminis-

tration's aid proposils was reviewed in ]’_b;;_Ng_W_I_or_k_n_m_s. 5 June 1957,
p. 8; 23 June 1957, p. 15 8 July 1957, p. 25; 20 July 1957, p. 3.

"Hoffman and Neal, op. cit., p. 4, For a discussion of Soviet
tolerance for diversity among satellite governments, see Brrzezinski,

op. cit., pp. 279-84,
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Secretary of State Dulles that the U.S. was reviewing current atd agree-
ments with Yugosls.v:l.a.71 The basic issue seemed to be the degree of Yugo-
slav independence from the Soviet Union,

The Yugoslav reaction to this latest reappraisal of U.S, air
might have been predicted from a careful study of Tito's actions as
leader of the Partisans during World War II: he *rencunced further
U.S. aid, then called in the U.5., Ambassador to see what positive gains
could be made of the resulting turmoil.”? Tito said he wanted to end the
irritation for both sides, and would prefer to have the program ended,
However, neither Tito nor the U.S. Ambassador were willing to close the.
door on further military interchange such as spare parts for equipment
that was already in Yugoslav hands.”> The Yugoslavs were also inter-
ested in securing the rest of the jet planes, promised earlier, that
had not been delivered, As it had been for most of the time since 1951,
the real issue was ths military mission that inspected the delivery
and maintenance of U.S. equipment, In March of 1958 the frustration was
removed when, after six years in Yugoslavia, the office of the Mlitary
Assistance Attache was disbanded, and the 44 Americans who comprised the
element left the country. On his departure, the chief of the mission,
Major General Walter, reviewed the results of U.S. military assistance
to Tugoslavia: 8 of 28 Yugoslav divisions had been modernized with U,S,

7iThe New York Times, 20 October 1957, p. 4.

7274 o rermnciation was reported in The New York Times,
8 Decembo:‘ri;g'?f :l.nﬁdrhe meoting with Ambassador Riddleberger, held

on 9 December, was described as "amicable® on both sides; see Ibid.,
10 December 1957, p. 9.

731p4d., 17 December 1957, p. 22.
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equipment; nearly all of the combat aircraft in Yugoslavia were frop
the U.S,; and except for the Air Force (whers the work of the mission
was estimated to be only 50-60 percent complete), the job was nearly
done.w* General Walter dso.mmndod that the U.S. help finance
Yugoslav purchases of spare parts: there was a common feeling that
the military bridge to Yugoslavia should not be burned completely,

With the departure of the U.S. military mission from Belgrade,
military interchange took on a different character, Up to this point
military interchange, particularly in the form of foreign assistance
funded operational goods, had been a visihle, highly publicdized part
of U,S.-Tugoslav relations. This had advantages and disadvantages for
both states, in that highly visible aid, while valuable in building
general rapport (the'friendship of the people") is more easily attacked
by critics at home and abroad, During this first major period of mili-
tary interchange, it was often used as a political or symbolic t00le=
by the U.S, to stay the progress of Soviet expansion, and by the Yugo-
slavs to demonstrate and protect their national independence, in the
international arena,

During this period military interchange did not determine the
course of U,S.~Yugoslav relations, Neither state saw their military
relationship as the only important element of their relationship, The
assistance furnished by the U.S. to the Yugoslavs to modernize their
armed forces in the face of a Soviet £hreat provided a flexible tool for
assisting in the development and maintenance of relations, Mich of its
value lay in three characteristics: it was flexible enough to accommodate

741b4d., 26 March 1958, p. 8.
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political restrictions perceived by either state; it was availsble almost

immediately in the form of trained personnel, useful information or equip-
ment already in being; and it was acceptable to both the American and
fugoshv governments, as indicated by the mimber and variety of dif-
ferent types of interchange employed. As long as military interchange
remains flexible, available and acceptable to both the donor and the
recipient, U.S, military services can upcet to be involved in the con-
duct of foreign policy. When high publicity programs such as grant ald
lost political acceptability in U,S.~Yugoslav relations, the military
continued to be involved in military interchange, although the means

used were less obvious, as a review of the period since March 1958 will

demonstrate,



CHAPTER V
YUGOSLAV NONALIGNMENT AND MILITARY INTERCHANGE

When the American military assistance mission left Belgrade in
the spring of 1958, there was a definite change in the type of military
interchange most frequently used to support U.S, policy toward Yugo-
slavia, although the policy itself remained essentially the same, The
United Stastes govermment continued to develop a relationship based pri-
marily on'.,., mtual respect for 1ndependence."1 From March, 1958, to
the end of 1972, U.S,~Yugoslav relations followed a cyclical path
similar in many ways to that followed earlier, There were times of
active military cooperation separated by periods of relative isclation.
Viewed as a whole the 14 years show a slow decline in the Congressional
hostility that precipitated the termination of aid in 1958. This decline
seems to have accompanied a general reduction of American perceptions of
the importance of Yugoslav independence from Moscow as an example to the
other nations of East Eurcpe, This apparent change in the importance of
U.S.=Yugoslav relations can be seen in a general decline in the reports
of U.S. military interchange with Yugoslavia reported in The New York
Times.? Although the number of reports of military interchange was

17ne phrase is taken from President Nixon's commnique.

2)s in the preceding chapter, The New York Times has been used
here as the primrypguurcengr data on U, S.-Yugoslav military interchange.
The editorial position of the Times has generally favored continued con-
tact with Yugoslavia, Coverage of U.S.-Yugoslav relations was considered
adequate for the purposes of this study, although no single source can
provide complete coverage of U.S, international relations, the Times was

considered representative, 12t
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reduced after 1958, there are examles of a vide Variety of interchange
types, as can be seen from the following discussion.

Like the earlier period, this time from 1958 to the end of 1972
can be divided into phases, maried by important changes in the nature
of military interchange used between the two states, The differences
between periods are not as sharply defined as were those of the years
imediately following World War II, but they do divide the period for
discussion, and serve to illustrate the flexibility of military inter-
change means, The four phases of this period are as shown in Pigure 5.1,

PHASES OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE
1958 - 1972

Mar 58 - Sep 61 "Secret! sales

Sep 61 - Feb 64 Yugoslav nonalignnent

Feb 64 - pug 68 Nonaligmment with broadening contact
Aug 68 - Dec 72 Military interchange revitaliged

Figure 5.1

"Jecret!" Saless March 1958 - September 1961. The period fol-

lowing the termination of the U.S, military mission to Belgrade was one
of growing Congressional criticism of American involvement with the
Yugoslavs. At the same time, the Admini stration continued to build
positive relationships through chamels that hsd not been restricted
by Congress. One of these was the contirmmation of a program of selling
military training, supplies and equipment to the Yugoslavs for cash,
rather than loaning or giving it to them, REarlier sales of spare parts
and replacement equipment had been reported in the press on a routine
basis, and had not been criticized extensively, Now, the policies which
had formerly guided these relatively small scale purchases were applied
to major items of equipment such a; the jets and tanks desired by the
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Yugoslavs. These policies were spelled out by Defense Department repre-

sentatives in October, 1961, when the full extent of U,S. military sales
to Yugoslavia finally came to light:

1. DMaterial sold is too obsolescent for use in a major Furopean

war, so possession by the Yugoslavs will not upset the balance of
power in Burope,

2, Training of Yugoslav operators and techricisns is conducted
in the U,S., thereby exposing Yugoslavs to Western ideas,

3. Msintenance and delivery requires that U.S, technicians be
allowed inside Yugoslavia.

L, If the U,5, didn't sell to the Yugoslavs, then the U,S.S.R.
would,3

During the summer of 1958, Congress went through the snmual strug-
gle over all forms of aid for Yugoslavia. This time the supporters of
Yugoslav relations were more successful: the restriction which Congress
had enacted the previous year, requiring a special declaration by the
President in order to continue the .aid progranm, was dropped from the
foreign aid leglslation for Fiscal Year (FY) 1959.“ This may have been
a hollow victory since the U,S, aid mission vas gone from Belgrade, but it
encouraged the Yugoslavs and disturbed the Soviets,

Yugoslavia was still working hard to remain outside the two
ma jor power blocs. In June the departing Arbassador in Washington,

Dr. Leo Mates, informed an American sudience on the "Meet the Press®
television program that Yugoslavia would not join NATO, even if invited,
and furthermore had no intention of joining the Warsavw Pact.5 What the
Yugoslavs wanted, as they had wanted in the past wvas U.S. arms, not an

a1liance with the United States, Two days after Dr. Mates' television

3guidelines for sale of set alrcraft to Yugoslavia, provided by
& Defense Depm:mt spokesman, See The New York Times, 16 October 1961,
p. 1.

bpya., 18 June 1958, p. 6.
S5pr, Mates' statement was reported in Jbid., 16 June 1958, p. 7.
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appearance in Washington, Belgrade eonplaimé that U.5, military equip-
ment deliveries were taking too long, They claimed that it was taking
six to eight months to receive parts for F-84 jet aircraft, once the
parts had been purchased in the United States. The report noted that
the Yugoslavs had spent $2 million on equipment since the end of the
aid program earlier in the year, and was in the process of placing orders
for an additional $6 million. New sales roqﬁests were foreseen, although
no details were given at the time.® Anbassador Mates attempted to mini-
mize the possibility of increased military purchases or a resumption of
military aid.” From Ambassador Mates' comsents, it appeared that the
Yugoslav govermment did not see a sigmficant threat from the U.S.5.R.
at that time, and there was no clesrly apparent need for a return to a
program which had been so strongly attacked in the U.5. Congress.

While Ambassador Mates was keeping a low profile in Washington,
the Yugoslav govermment was in the process of buying 148 combat aircraft
from the United States, Although the agreement was not revealed until
October, 1961, 78 F-86E jet fighters and 70 TV-2 jet trainers were sold
by the U.S. to Tugoslavia during the 1958-1959 period.® During 1959
another military interchange means was introduced into U.S.~Yugoslav
relations, the training of serdior officers at the U.S, Army Command and
General Staff College.” Since 1959, the Yugoslav government has paid
the expenses for one or two field grade officers to spend nine months at
the senior tactical school of the U.5. Army. The experience provides

6Tnis report was the first mention of the F-8L4 as an element of
U.S.~Yugoslav military interchange, See Ibid., 19 June 1958, p. 1.

7Ibid,, 20 June 1958, P. 3.
8hid., 18 October 1961, p. 15.
9bid., 14 October 1961, p. 8.
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these officers with extensive information on U.S. operational doctrine
and techniques, and exposes them to many U.S. Army officers who later
move into positions of leadership witiin the Armerican military community.
Both of these interchange means were funded by the Yugoslav government.
In one sense, this was not aid, since the U.S, govermment was being paid
for what was given to the Yugoslavs, However, "foreign military sales"
(as arrangements of this type have since come to be called) are authorized
by the same legislative gcts which establish the U.S. foreign sid prograns,
Most Congressmen and military personnel involved in the program consider
these activities to be a part of "military assistance” or "aid.” This
confusion has caused considerable i1l will in the past between Congress
and the President, When Congress restricts *aid,” as had been done in
the case of Yugoslavia, and the Administration continues to encourage
military sales on the grounds that they are not #aid,” Congressmen
feel that they have been manipulated by the White House.1® Other nations
who pay for military goods or services received from the U.S. also resent
having their cash sales discussed as "American aid" in Congress and the
press,

A year later, in September of 1960, the matter of an official
visit to the U,S, by Premier Tito was revived. Tito and Gamil Abdel
Nasser of Egypt had decided to attend the Fifteenth General Assembly of
the United Nations to contimme their growing efforts to coalesce the
nations of the "third world" into s force against the groving armaments

10Phis form of power politics is a common part of the interaction
between the President and Congress, In matters where the Constitution
gives neither one clear primacy, both will use the letter of the law to
advance what they believe to be in the best interest of the country.
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race among the major powers of the world. 11 Government lesders in Vash-
ington considered making the invitstion, but instead decided in fawvor of
an informal visit between Tito and President Eisenhower in New York,
vhere there was less chance of an embarrassing incident such as the
Congressional uproar which had forced the cancellation of Tito's visit
to the U.S, four years esrlier,

Tito's speech to the United Nations Gerieral Assembly stressed
the need for disarmament, but his comments apparently referred to the
major powers, and not to Yugoslavia, The Yugoslavs still felt the need
for improved military forces to insuwre their own independence, as shown
by the following two instances of military interchange,

In December, 1960, the Greek government sold to the Yugoslavs
50 F-84G jet fighters which had beenmade in the United States.12
Although the business transaction was between Belgrade and Athens, the
United States became involved, Under the terms of the legislation which
had initially provided the items to Greece, U.S. approval was required
before they could be sold, transferred or salvaged by the Greeks. It is
possible but not likely, that this sile was engineered in Vashington from
the start: +that the planes were provided to the Greeks with the inten-
tion that they would be sold to Yugoslavia, It is more likely that the
Greek govermment notified Washington of her intention to dispose of the
planes, and the transaction with Yugoslavia was arranged to satisfy all
parties. This sale was completed without publicity in the United States.
The fact that Greece had sold U.S. mde siroraft to Tugoslavia was not

11b44,, 13 September 1960, p. 1.
IZM.' 1”’ October 19611 Pe. 8.
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revealed until the following year, during the general exposé of U.S,
mlitary sales to Yugoslavia, This incident is another example of a

situation where the Administration was not required by lav to notify

‘COngress of a particular military interchange activity, and chose not

to do so voluntarily.

Later, in March, 1961, the U,S. completed a contract that had
been under negotiation for more than a yﬁar. to sell 130 cbsolescent
F86D jet fighters to the Yugoslavs.l3 Like the Greek sale sbove, this
instance of nmilitary interchange was not reported in the United states
at the time it took place, Once again, the U.S, officials in the Admine
istration responsible for arranging the sale were able to take a mili-
tary interchange action that supported the development of U,S.-Yugoslav
relations without notifying Congress, and ﬁsld.ngltho loud condemnation
that had interrupted earlier, more widely publicized incidents, such as
the abortive attempt to invite Tito to visit the United States in 1957.

With the exception of routine announcements early during this
phase, the sales events discussed above were not publiciged at the time
they were carried out. The Congress was willing to allow the U.S. supe
port of Yugoslavia to continue at the level which they were aware of,
and the Administration seems to have been willing to contimue to support
the development of incressed positive relations through unpubliciied
means, many involving military interchange, The ability of the military
to act quickly and quietly to carry out the foreign policy desires of the
President, without necessarily informing Congress or the American people,

is a powerful element of military interchange. So long as there are

1mid., p. 8.
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differences of opinion within the U,S, govermment over how much assist-

ance the United States should provide for another country, military
interchange is likely to be used to carry out foreign policy without

f}zll public disclosure, Because of their involvement in such issues

as the sale of jets to Yugoslavia, the military services can expect to
find themselves in the middle of domestic political issues which are far
removed from the foreign policy itself, This j:olitical aspect of mili-
tary interchange can place the military services in the undesirable posi-
tion of having to choose between alienating themselves from Congress,
which provides the funds to them, or refusing to carry out a legal

order of the Commander-in-Chief. Success under these situations requires
that all personnel involved in military interchange have a thorough under-
standing of- the political nature of their woxk,

Yugoslav Non-Alignment: September 1961 ~ February 1964. This
phase of U,S.-Yugoslav military interchange began with the Conference

of Nonaligned Nations in Belgrade in September, 1961, and ended with the
U.S. Congressional action to bar all aid to nations that traded with the
Communist led regime in Cuba, It had many of the characteristics of the
earlier phase of "fearful alienation' from 1955 to 19572

1. Yugoslav emphasis on non-alignment,

2, Popular reaction against Commnism in the U.S,

3. Arms aid by the U.5.S.R. to Yugoslavia.

4, A battle by the U.S., Congress over foreign aid to Yugoslavia.

5. War in a small country of interest to both the U.S, and the
U.S.S.R.

6. A visit by Tito to Moscow.

7. An invitation to Tito to visit the 1.8,

8. New limitations on U.S, foreign aid,
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The Belgrade Conference was called by Tito to further his drive
toward a position of leadership among the non-aligned nations of the
world.iu Prior to the conference, the U,S, had been assured through
diplomatic channels that the conference procesdings, and particularly
the speech by Tito during the conference, would not be an embarrassment
to the United States; 15 however, the proceedings were thought by Western
observers to be aimed directly at the U, S.' and the U,5,S,R, The final
commanique called for the U.S. and U,S.S.R. to halt war preparations and
prepare for peace; an end to colonialism; abolition of foreign military
bases such as the U,.S, Navy Base at Guantanamo, Cuba; admission of the
Chinese People's Republic to the U.N.; and the convening of a world
disarmament conforonce.16 A1l of thess issues had been discussed before
by Tito, but the combination of all of them together as the platform of
an international conference gave rise to new concern within the United
States, Once again the U,S., considered re-evalusting aid commitments
with Yugoslavia,

The popular reaction against Commurd sm finally led to disclosure
of the extent of U,S.-Yugoslav military intexrchange since the end of

the aid program. In mid October, 1961, an Air Nationsl Guard major reported

in a Dallas, Texas, newspaper that the U,S, was involved in a "treasonous
situstion” because four Yugoslav officers were undergoing pilot training

1%0ne of the problems of the English langusge is the necessity
to use "non-aligned” as the descriptor for a group of nations that seek
to align themselves with each other against the two major power blocs.

ﬁme New Yoric Times, {4 September 1961, p. 5.

161b1d., 7 September 1961, p. 1.
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at Perrin Air Force Base outside of Dallas,l? Investigation of this
report led to the public disclosure for the first time of the extensive
sales agreements which had bsen made between the U.S, and Yugoslavia
since March, 1958. Press exposes and official explanations followed
each other in rapid succession for a week, 18 By the time populir inter
est shifted to another issue, the dimensions of U.S.-Yugoslav military
interchange were drawn more clearly for the ﬁiblic than they had been
for many years. U.S. military aid during the 1952-1957 period had been
estimated at $693.8 million, the number of planes sold to the Yugoslavs
was reported at 553, and the legal basis for further sales of military
materiel to the Yugoslavs had been firmly defended, In the earlier
period American anti-Communist feeling had led to an attack on alleged
Communist influence in America by Senator McCarthy. This time it had
resulted in a revealing look into the unpublicized use of military sales
in foreign policy operations,

In October, 1961, the U.S, was involved in a2 orisis with the
U.S.S.R. over the future of Berlin. The Soviets had given an ultimatum
in June that a German peace treaty must be signed by December., President
Kennedy had pledged in response to fight to defend the peoples of Berlin.
The Soviet Union countered with the construction of the Berlin wall and
resumption of miclear testing.l At this tense moment, the story of
U.S, faid" to Yugoslavia was released. Domestic reaction to the story

of U,S.~Yugoslav cooperation was relatively mild. Attention may have been

17md., 14 October 1961, p. 1.

18For major articles see The New York Times, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19,
and 22 October 1961.

19For a detailed analysis of the Soviet campaign against Berlin,
see Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet Power and Europe: {945-1 (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins Press, » Pp. 89=96,
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diverted by the more critical situation in Berlin., Congressional
leaders may have recognized the futility of condemning a military sales
action that had been procedurally correct even if it did violate the
spirit of Congressional desires, The reasons are not yet clear for the
lack of objection to this news, but regardless of the reason, the inci-
dent passed, and the Administration continued too with the programs
already in operation. ] |

As if to add to the provocation already perceived many places in
the United States, the Yugoslavs acecepted a shipment of Soviet T-S4 tanks
for the first time since the Cominform dispute began in 1948,20 The
U.S. Congress reacted during the debate over the FY 1959 foreign aid
legislation with a strong attempt to limit all forms of U.S. aid to Com-
munist dominated countrles,- especially Yugoslavia, The attempt to
restrict President Kennedy's use of aid as an implement of foreign
policy was finally defeated, but only after a stiff, eight hour debate,
and then only by a narrow 4 to 41 margin.?! The mood in Congress sbout
U.S. aid for Yugoslavia contimed to deteriorate,

A visit tp Yugoslavia by Leonid Brezhnev, Chairman of the
Presidium of the Suprems Soviet,2? in late September, 1962, and the Cuban
missile crisis the following month served as sdditional signs to those
in the United States with anti-Communist perspectives that nations led
by the Commnist Party, particularly Yugoslavia, could not be trusted.

In December, Tito paid a visit to Moscow. In his discussions there and
the pronouncements made upon his return he stressed that Yugoslavia

207he New York Times, 2 May 1962, p. &,
21144d,, 20 July 1962, p. 20.

221145 post 45 the nominal head of state of the U.S.S.R.
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was following a gemine Marxist-Leninist path to socialism, but would

not alter its policy of non-alignment and friendly relations with all
countries, None of this, when seen from a Western, anti-Communist view-
point was encouraging,

The U,.S5. Administration did not hold this view of Yugoslavia,
and was still committed to encouraging the Yugoslavs to take a line as
independent as possible from Moscow, In May of 1963 Secretary of State
Rusk visited Tito in Belgrade, During the discussion, two Yugoslav
concerns came to light: the fear that loss of most favored natlon
(MFN) status would seriously disrupt Yugoslav economic developmeni:
and the Yugoslav desire to purchase military equipment from the United
States, particularly spare par’ca.23 This renewsl of interest in mili-
tary sales by the Yugoslavs, and the willingness of the U.,S, Adminis~
tration to have it publicized in the United States gave the appearance
of a shift in attitudes about military interchange between the two
states,

The speed with which military interchange can be employed was
demonstrated during the suwmmer of 1963, when a devastating eauthquake
occurred in the vicirity of Skopje, in southern Macedonda, The
American reaction was irmediate. Within four days of the quake, the
U.S. Army had dispatched a field hospital from Wiesbaden, Germany, to
provide assistance to quake victims. The medical team was cheered by
the Yugoslavs, who were impressed by the speed of the U.5. response

23[uid., 5 May 1963, p. 1. Congressional legislation for the
FY 1963 foreign dd}g'ogrm' had included a measure to revoke most favored

oslavia. However, because of a provision of the
:ﬁgﬁﬁt :.trg:t;o;r?n%mg Yugoslavia MFN status, final action could not
be tsken for one year, from the date of notification. For a background

report see Ibid., 6 October 1962, p. 1.
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and the extent of the aiq provided, Cormenting on the value of this

service funded, administrative service, a spokesman from the U.S, Embassy
said: "There is no question , ¢« o that the presence of this mercy mis.
. glon here has done more to raise American prestige among Yugoslavs than
any other thing in years."2% muis smay1 example of military interchange
i1lustrates the flexibility, avallability and general acceptability of
a cormon use of military resources to support U,S, foreign relations.
The next incident of military interchange to be revealed came to
light on the eve of Marshal Tito's first official visit to the United
States in October, 1963, The week before Tito's arrival, Semator
Dirksen and Representative Halleck, the Republican leaders in the
Senate and House, revealed on their weekly television program that
President Kennedy had "defiedf a Congressionally imposed restriction
on military aid to Yugoslavia, by permitting the Yugoslavs to purchase
$2 milldion in military supplies from the United States, In the opinion
of these Congressmen, this was a clear case of the President over-
stepping his bounds, 2’ In fact, the Congress had restricted aid through
grants and loans for military purposes, but had not specifically addressed
the question of sales to the Yugoslavs for cash. As mentioned above,
the distinction between aid and sales is often overlooked, particularly
by opponents of military involvement in foreign policy. It is an
important difference, one that frequently gives the Administration some
flexibility in the use of military interchange that is not readily
apparent, In defending the sale to Yugoslavia, George F. Kennan, U.S,
Ambassador to Yugoslavia, made the distinction clearly:

24phe New York Times, 1 August 1963, p. 8.
251b1d., 14 October 1963, p. 18.
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With respect to the particular sale in question, the term aggn

ought never to have been used, Our military aid program for Yugo-
slavia was terminated some 6 years ago at the initiative of the
Yugoslavs., Since then they have paid dollars cash for military
equipment purchasgg in this country, They will do so in the

‘ present instance,

During Tito's visit, President Kennedy initiated another instance
of military interchange: he offered to provide to the Yugoslavs enough
surplus barracks buildings to house 10,000 homeless victims of the
Skop je earthquake.;"? The barracks were to-coms from surplus stockpiles
in France, These items may have been payed for by the military, by
authorizing a reduction of required stockage levels, but it is more
likely that the U,S. military custodian of the barracks was reimbursed
for their value from emergency relief funds that are part of every
annual foreign aid bill, Military interchange was a valusble means here
because of the immediate availability of the material. Once the Presi-
dent decided to move an immediate response was possible using military
goods, If normal contracting procedures had been followed to provide
equivalent housing through non-military channels, there would have been
a much longer delay, since non-military welfare agencies were not likely
to have surplus housing on hand for 10,000 people,

During Tito's visit, he and President Kennedy agreed that U.S.
aid for Yugoslavia was no longer needed, and that future relations would
concentrate on economic and agricultural development loans and trade,
which was a recognition of the status quo rather than a new policy.

Congress, however, was still seeking further restrictions on U,S.-

Yugoslav relations, In November they deprived the President of his

26Ibid.. 16 October 1963, p. 44,
271b4d., 18 October 1963, p. 1.
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discretionary suthority to waive the ban on military apg economic aid to
Yugoslavia,? and in February, 1964, they barred mlitary aid to any
country trading with cuba,??  Since U.5.-Yugoslav military interchang®
was being carried out primarily through cash sales at this time, these®
further restrictions did little to alter the conduct of foreign policy.
although they did give U.S, policy toward Yugoslavia a rather "schizo-
phrenic! appearance.Bo

As this phase of U.S,~Yugoslav relations came to a close, there
were signs that the United States was becoming more concermed about the
Yugoslav efforts to become a leading spokesman among the non-aligmned
nations of the world. The history of U.S.-Yugoslav military intexrchange
has begun to show a pattern of domestic struggle between a Congress
suspicious of dealings with Yugoslavia and an Administration intexr-—
ested in supporting a nation with a common enemy, even if that nation
was not always the most cooperative partner in the intermational political
arena, Mlitary interchange during the period was limited primarily to
sales of supplies to meintain equipment delivered earlier, and the
immediate humanitarian response to the earthquake in Sk°PJ°f

Non-Alignment With Broademng Contacts: February 1964 - August

1968. During this phase, U.S, attention began to become preoccupied with

Vietnam, From the earliest days of active Averican involvement in South-
east Asia, the Yugoslav government spoke out in opposition. Yugoslav

power as one of the major spokesmn of the non-aligned states became

281bid,, 8 November 1963, p. 1.

29144, , 19 February 1964, p. 1.

. Prne New York Times editorialized on the schizt)ph!'gnic nature of
U.S. policy in this area, See Ibid., 5 November 1963, P- 0.
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a factor in her relations with the U5, Tvice during this period, Ambas-
sador W, Averill Harriman called upon Tito to hear i s ideas for ending
the fighting in Vietnam and for enlisting his good of £ices in an effort
to find a solution to the conflict.3! (oncern over the wer may have
reduced the level of Yugoslav interest in buying military goods or
services: it certainly reduced still more the already limited news
coverage of interchange activities. There were no reports of military
interchanges of any type reported in The New York Times during this
period, except for the Tito-Harriman discussions over Vietnam. This
does not mean that there was no interchange sctivity. The attache
offices in Belgrade and Washington remained operational. There was
undoubtedly some discussion of military matters by U.S. and Yugoslav
re;;resentatives. But none of these activities was sigmificant enough
to warrant coverage in the Times.

Contacts were broadened between the two states during this
phase by initiating a program for Fulbright Scholars, American students
who study abroad using local currency funds sccumulated through the sale
of agricultural surpluses.32 This program was followed by a scientific
exchange program in December, 1965, and an increase in the cultural
exchange program in May, 1966. Economic help from the U.S. was made
available despite of Congressionsl restrictions, by postponing repay-
ment of earlier loans, thus making the payment funds awvailasble for

economic reform.

31The two visits are described in The New York Times, 1 August
and 31 December 1965,

327p s program, the first in a Commurst countyry . was arranged
during & visit to mgoe;lavia by Senator Fulbright in Nov;mber. 1923?
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As in the past, the Administration was working toward broader |
contacts with the Yugoslavs while the Congress moved toward more
restrictions on U.S. aid forv Yugoslavia, In December, 1966, a Congres-
sional ban wvas placed on sale of surplus food under the *Food for Peacet
program to any nation that furnished or sold materials to North Vietnam, 33
Since private citizens' groups in Yugoslavia had been sending blood
plasma to Hanoi, the restriction was applicable, The Administration
worked to find means to help Yugoslavia that did not vioclate any of the
many legislative restrictions, but was able to do little. Although both
sfates continued to pledge themselves to positive relations, there was
1ittle interaction until the Soviet move into Czechoslovakia changed
the environment in August, 1968,

Re-Establishing Contsct: August {968 ~ December 1972. The

Soviet invasion of Cgzechoslovakia in August of 1968, 1ike the inter-

ference in Rungary 12 years earlier, caused deep concern in the govern-
ment in Belgrade. Tito's policy of non-aligmment, and his desires to
keep Yugoslavia free from entangling alliance with either major power
bloc, was suddenly in direct conflict with a commitment to keep Yugo-
slavia free from invasion or internal pressure from the Soviet Union,
As in 1956, there was no clear assurance that the Soviets would not
find it in their interest to deal with Yugoslav independence through
the use of force, TIf Yugoslavia was to be ready to withstand pressure

337he impact of the "Findley Amendment” to the Agriculture
Appropriations Act is discussed in The New York Times, 31 December 1966,
P. 1. The Findley Amendment applied only to the sale of U.S. agricul-
tural surpluses for psyment in the currency of the purchaser (local
currency). It does not prevent cash sales of agricultural products,
such as those made to Yugoslavia, Poland and the U.S.S.R. since 1966.
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from the U.S.S.R., support from the West wa3 required., Tito set about |
re-establishing the closer contact that would be necessary to insure the
availability of that support.

In the period since 1958, when the U.5. military assistance mis-
sion had departed, Yugoslav forces had been equipped largely with Soviet
equipment. Although a few officers received training in the United States,
many more were being trained in the U.S,S.R. Yugoslav military leaders
had begun to train their forces to expect attack from the West, through
Italy, Austria or Greece, Extended military operations were dependent
upon a continuing flow of military supplies and equipment from the U.S.S.R.
and that flow could no longer be usumed.%

The Yugoslavs vanted closer economic ties with the United States,
and the possibility of U.S, military assistance was groving once again,
In mid October, Mcholas DeB. Katzenbach, U,S, Undersecretary of State,
conferred with Tito on the economic implications of the Czech invasion,3”
The details of the conference were not released, and mno specific defense
commitment was made by the U.S., but the commnications were improving
once again., Yugoslaviz was repairing its bridges to the West, and mili-
tary interchange was once ﬁgdn & likely element of U.S.-Yugoslav rela-
tions,

The first open discussion of including Yugoslavia in Western
defense plamning came as a result of a speech by U.S. Secretary of State
Rusk to the NATO ministers' conference in November, 1968, His speech was
widely interpreted as an American effort to prod NATO into extending its

MEarly reassessment of the Yugoslav dependence on the U,S.S.R.
was reported in The New York Times, 1 September 1968, p. 2.

S1id., 19 October 1968, p. 6.
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security shield to cover the "gray" countries, Austria, Yugoslavia and
Fixﬁ.and.36 In other less threateming times, Tito might have been
expected to protest this patronizing approach to the national interests
of Yugoslavia, but no major protest was heard this time, Yugoslavia was
\reorgard. zing internally to meet this inocreased threat, and it appearsd
that American support in NATO was tolerable, if not welcone, 37 The
first major U.S, action to assist Yugoslav defense efforts was an
economic concession to postpone repayment of debts for asgricultural
commodities purchased earlier, so that the funds could be diverted to
improving the readiness of Yugoslav defonsos.js This was the same
mechanism used four years earlier, but this time the U.S. intention was
clearly military assistance, rather than general economic support for the
Belgrade government, It was felt at the time that this was in 1ine with
the desires of President Tito, who was reported to be concerned about
avoiding any action to secure arms that might provoke the U.S.S.R.39

In the U.S,, direct aid to Yugoslavia was still out of the question
because of the legislative restrictions which remained in effect. If
the Administration desired to use military interchange to support Yugo-
slavia, means would have to be found that did not require foreign aid

36The speech vas seen as & warning to the U.S.S.R. to stay out
of these non-Warsaw Pact nations that 1lie in the path of any Soviet
expansion beyond the eastern bloc into areas considered strategic to
the U.S.S.R, See The New York Times, 16 November 1968, p. 1.

37the Yugoslav budget for 1969 was amnnounced in mid November,
and included a defense budget comprising 61 percent of the national
total. See The New York Times, 19 November 1968, p. 5.

Brnese debts remained from loans made to Yugoslavia prior to
the Congressional restrictions discussed above.

397he New York Times, 18 April 1969, p. 12.
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funds or the sale of agricultural surpluses; This left cpen direct
cash sales and interchange funded through the military operations budget,
or representationsl interchange that was not generally considered faidt
by Congressional crities.

The means chosen for the next step was high level representation:
in July, 1969, an invitation was extended to President Mixon to visit
Yugoslavia.”® Representational interchange contimied with the visit to
Yugoslavia of the U.S, astronauts, Niel Armstrong, Colonel E, E, (Bud)
Aldrin, and Colonel Collins. The astronsuts were not in Yugoslavia to
reyiresent the U.S. military, but their professional background was not
lost on President Tito, who took the occasion of their visit to toast
them with a reminder of his current concern for security:

I do not like invaders on earth, but I hold in kgh esteem the
conqueriﬁ of celestial bodies, and I express my wishes for biggest
success,

The U.S. government was apparently getting Tito's message. In

May, 1970, Yugoslavia celebrated the 25th anmiversary of victory in
World War YI. Representatives from many allied nations were invited to
Yugoslavia to take part in the celebration. Although the event received
only a brief mention in the press, and no mention was made of U.s.

presence at the ceremony, the U,S, sent a military delegation, headed

“o‘l'ho invitation was first issued by Yugoslav Foreign Mindster
Popovic during a visit to Bonn, while President Mixon was on his visit

to the Far East. See The New York Times, 30 July 1969, p. 14,

l"iToast. by Tito at an offictal banquet for the astronsuts.
Ibid., 19 October 1969, p. 8.
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by a major general, who served as an official representative of the
Department of Defense, 't

The absence of any report in the open press of U,S. representa-
tion at the World War II Victory Anniversary suggests that there may
have been other such instances of military interchange between the U.S.
and Yugoslavia which have not been made public, or else were not con-
sidered newsworthy at the time they took place, Clearly this eliminates
the possibility of a comprehensive study of military interchange if
research is restricted to the open press, The purpose of this review
of interchange between the U.S. and Yugoslavia, it must be remembered,
is to evaluate the extent of the use of military means to support
foreign policy operations: there is no requirement that each instance
be identified in order to make this point, although the lack of compre-
hensive records can frustrate research into the area.

Once President Nixon accepted the invitation to visit Yugoslavia,
the pace of military interchange bpgan to accelerate, The instances
shown in Figure 5.2 illustrate the progress that was made during the
rest of this phase, through representational interchange.

The variety of military interchange means used during the
veriod from 1958, when the military mission left Belgrade, until the end
of 1972 provides an insight into the availability, flexibility and
acceptability of military resources to conduct foreign policy operations

“2mis visit 1s the first of five military-to-military contacts
listed in the current files of the Assistant for East Furope and the
U.S.S.R., Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense/International
Security Affairs. An unclassified 1ist of these contacts of August,
1973, was made available by Captain R, J. Kurth, USN, Staff Assistant
for East Furope and the U.S.S.R., OASD/ISA.
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under varied conditions. When viewed chronologically, the cycles of

alienation and rapprochement can be appreciated. In general terms, it
appears that the types of military interchange used are dependent on
the attitudes about foreign aid (and particularly military assistance)
that are held by the recipient nation and the U,S. Congress and Admin-
istration. Further, the willingness or ability of the recipient to pay
for military goods and services has a definite effect on the types of
interchange that are employed., In order to develop a better under-
standing of these relationships, it is necessary to conduct a more
detailed analysis of the types of interchange used in each period, Such
an evaluation will be undertaken in the chapter which follows, using
the military interchange matrix developed in Chapi'ar IT to provide a

framework to structure the comparison.



CHAPTER VI

ANALYSIS: APPLYING THE MILITARY INTERCHANGE
MATRIX TO U,S,~YUGOSLAV RELATIONS

Viewed in general terms, the evidence of the preceding three
chapters seems to indicate that military interchange has played an
important role in U.S.-Yugoslav relations, at least during much of the
time since World War II. Every incident of military interchange which
took place between the U.S, and Yugoslavia was not reported in the
press: the events diséussed at the end of Chapter V which are recorded
in the files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Inter-
national Security Affairs) but did not appesr in The New York Times

attest to this conclusion, However, there have been a wide variety of
types of military interchange represented by those events which were
recorded in the press. The purpose of this chapter is to use the

mlitary interchange matrix developed in Chapter IT to study the varia-
tion of military interchange types between March, 1946, and December, 1972,
A structured review such as this should reveal limitations on the types

of interchange that were found useful at different times.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

In order to employ the matrix to analyze military interchange
in U,S5.-Yugoslav relations, as reported in the press, a four step process
was devised for use in this study:

1. For each historical period discussed in Chapters IV and v,

every reported incident of military interchange was identified with one
147




T TN S A

R N TG Lo L WA

RTRTR AN T rv-\' B T A LA

~

148
of the cells of the matrix. Each svent was characterized by the type |
of PRODUCT involved, the military FUNCTION involved and the source of
FUNDING used to support the :ln‘t.ex'c:lnngo.1

2. Each type of military interchange used during the period
under review was plotted on a matrix such as the one showm in Figure
6.1.2

3. The completed matrices were examined to £ind patterns in the
presence or sbsence of different types of interchange during the dif-
ferent periods,

4, Restrictions in the use of military interchange were
identified, and explanations sought in the historical background of
the period,

Each of the mine periods of U.S.~Yugoslav relations discussed
earlier (five from Chapter IV and four from Chapter V) were examined in
accordance with these procedures., The resulting charts of military
interchange variety are included in Appendix I for reference. The data
from these basic charts have been combined into Figure 6.1, which shows
the variety of types of military interchange that have been used between
the U.3, and Yugoslavia during the entire period studied. (A *type" of
military interchange includes all events which involve the same PROIUCT,
FUNCTION and source of FUNDING.)

im general this identification was not difficult to make. Some
high level visits, such as those by the President of the U.S, or his per-
sonal advisors to Yugoslavia did not fit easily into one of the FUNDING
categories, since neither military nor foreign aid funding is normally
used to pay for these viszits, These events were disregarded for the pur-
poses of this analysis, although their importance to the development of
mlitary interchange is recognized.

ZThis matrix has the same elements asz the military interchange
matrix developed in Chapter IT (Figure 2.5). It has been expanded to
meke it easier to use,
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A quick look at this summary shows that there are complete voids
in two categories of interchange: regardless of the source of funding,
there were no reported instances of interchange involving INFORMATION
PROHJCTS, or the INTELLIGENCE FUNCTION, The lack of information products
is not explained by the available data, tut a plausible explanation is
suggested by the nature of the public press which supplied the data, and
certaln characteristics of Yugoslav society. | A newspaper such as The
New York Times is not an official public record of all international .
dealings betwsen the U.S. government and other states. Reporters are
not normally interested in covering routine, conmon place events, Even
at the height of U,S. military assistance to Yugoslavia, most shipments
of supplies were not reported, The interchange of information is such
s ubiquitous form of military interchange, that seldom does it come to
the attention of reporters from the public press. Newspaper editors too,
must make Jjudgments concerming the worth of a news item. The adage about
Man bites dog: that's newsl" mst be applied to help explain the lack
of reports of interchange involving information products, Unless the
information is important, wmsual or very interesting in some other
popular way, it is not likely to appear in print,

Reports of military interchange involving the INTELLIGENCE funce
tion are likely to be missing from these charts for slightly different
reasons, There may, in fact, have been few instances where both the
U.S. and Yugoslavia were interested in sharing information, goods,
services or representation with significant intelligence content. The
ideological differences between the countries have remained great even
during periods of closs cooperation. Of all the types of military inter-
change, intelligence appears to be the last funoction to be developed,
and the mutual suspicion between East and West is likely to have limited
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intelligence interchange opportunities, If, on the other hand, some
form of intelligence interchange were to have been developed, it is not
at all likely that either government would have made announced it.

N RESTRICTIONS AND POTENTIALS OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE

Looking at the nine charts of military interchange in greater
detail, some patterns begin to appear., The typeé of interchange used
seem to be affected by two general factors: the desires of U.S, and
Yugoslav officials to have bilateral relations expressed through mili-
tary means, and the availability of U.S, and Yugoslav funds to support
the use of military interchange, The desire of the U.,S. government to
use military resources to support U,S. relations with Yugoslavia (as
expressed théough the Congress and the Admimistration as two separate
actors) has shifted over time, Yugoslav desirs to obtain military goods,
and services from the United States has also varied, but not always ac-
cording to the same schedule. Thus, there have been times when mili-
tary interchange was desired by all, times when it was desired by
virtually no one, and times when U,S. desires were mixed, or at cross
purposes with those of the Yugoslavs,

In similar fashion, the available socurces of funds have varied
over time, At the outset, the devastation left by World War II was
80 extensive that the Yugoslavs had no resocurces, not to mention U.S.
dollar reserves, to spend for U.S, military interchange. Later, after
1958, sales to the Yugoslavs became a singificant method of funding milie
tary interchange with the U.S., Immediately after World War II the nearly
complete demobilization of U,S. military forces would have reduced the
availability of U.S. military funded interchange resources. From 1950
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on, there were military resources available, but priorities were high
in Western Burope and Korea, and later Vietnan, again restricting the
availability of U.S. military funded interchange. The availability of
foreign aid funding has varied from large scale support during the period
between 1951 and 1955, to the complete restriction on all military aid
to Yugoslavis after the 1964 Congressional action against nations trade
ing with Cuba, The combination of differences of desire for military
interchange and the capability to pay for it have separated the nine
periods of U.S.-Yugoslav history discussed earlier. But, although each
period is somewhat different, they can be grouped broadly into three
phases, The first phase, before Yugoslavia was ousted from the Cominform
in 1948, stands alone, It is an example of the 1imited value of military
interchange when one or both states are fundamentally opposed to it. The
second phase includes the remaining four periods discussed in Chapter IV,
from the Yugoslav break with the Cominform to the end of the U.S5, mili-
tary assistance mission in Belgrade, in March, 1958, This time was
marked by a willingness by both states to use military interchange, and
availability of U,S, foreign aid funding, but general absence of Yugoslav
resources to purchase military interchange products. The third phase con-
tains the remaining four periods, when U.S, forelgn aid funding had been
restricted or forbidden by Congress, but both U.S. and Yugoslav officials
still desired to conduct mlitary interchange.

A discussion of each of these phases will help clarify the flexi.
bility of military interchange, and the use of the matrix to point out
the different types of interchange that have been used under these varied

conditions,
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Phase I: Dogmatic Yugoslav Rejection. During the first period
of U.S, interaction with the Tito government after World War II, there
was virtually no military interchange, as can be seen from the chart at
Plgure 6.2, Yugoslavia had rejected close alliance with the West on
ideological grounds, and was committed to a full partnership wii:h Moscow
An the camp of the Soclalist nations. There was, at the same time, a
reluctance on the part of American officials fo enter into military
dealings with the satellites of the U.S.S.R., and Yugoslavia was thought
to be of these among the most dedicated. As a result, military contact
during this period was apparently limited to the work of attaches, whose
presence, as part of the diplomatic mission, was tolerated by the Yugo-
slav government, if not encouraged. One military attache in Belgrade
during this period was singled out by the senior U.S. representative in
Yugoslavia for his ability to develop close and confident relaticns with
Yugoslav officials. This skill at developing personal relstions is the
event referred to by the circle in the cell in Figure 6.2 under MILITARY
FUNDED, ADMINISTRATIVE REPRESENTATION, The role for military interchange
during periods of animosity such as this one can be described as mainte-
nance and training: maintenance of contact wherever possible, and traine
ing to insure responsiveness when the climate for international relations
changes, So long as the recipient country is umwilling to consider mili-
tary interchange there will be 1little potential for this activity beyond
representation through attaches.

3colonel Partridge was commended by John M. Csbot for establishe
ing friendly, confident contact with Yugoslav officials %, , . simply
applying the principles of courtesy, understanding, justice, interest,
consideration and straightforwardness as well as firmmess." See U.S,

Department of State, Eastern Burope; the Soviet Union, Vol. IV in Foreign
Relations of the United States: 19#? (Washington, D.C.: Govermment Print-

ins foice. 1972” P. 523-
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Phase TT: Active Cooperation. This second phase is the most
active, in terms of the variety of military resources used to support

U.S.-Yugoslav rela'cions, Figure 6.3 shows the types of interchange used
as reported in the public press and discussed in Chapter IV abovs,
Except for food and clothing sent by the U,S. to aid the Yugoslav armed
Torces after a disastrously poor harvest in 1951, most activity is con-
centrated in U.S, funded efforts to provide OPERATIONS and LOGISTICS
GOODS and SERVICES, and the REPRESENTATION necessary to develop an
effective program. An example of one instance from this phase that fits
into the FOREIGN AID funded, OPERATIONS GOODS cell of Figure 6.3 is the
WApr 52" entry in Pigure 4.4, This entry refers to a reported shipment
of quantities of propeller driven fighter planes, tanks, scout cars and
other items of military equipment designed to improve the operational
capability of the Yugoslav Army. The shipment was funded under the
Matual Defense Assistance Program, authorized by one of the Acts of
Congress that has been used to appropriate funds for foreign aid,

This was the era of U,S., mutual defense assistance pacts with
many nations, motivated within the United States by common feelings among
Americans that they had a responsibility to aid any nation that was op-
posed to domination by the U.S.S.R., During most of thls phase, and
particularly between March, 1951, and May, 1955, the U,S. government
appeared to be willing seriously to consider every Yugoslsv request for
assistance that would enhance Yugoslav sscurity against the U.S.S.R.

There was a growing pressure in the U.3, Congress during the
latter part of this phase to restrict U.S, Maid" to Yugoslavia. This
pressure grew in conjunction with the wide range of attacks on Commnism
led by Senator MoCarthy. Although the pressure was not directly effective
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in stopping U.S. grants for arms assistance for the Yugoslavs, it was an
important indirect cause of the end of the U.S. military assistance
mission in Belgrade, As discussed in Chapter IV, Tito became frustrated
with recurring U.S. “reassessmentst of prograns to ald Yugoslavia, and
asked in late 1957 that further aid be terminated,

Phase TTI: Foreign Mlitary Sales. This phase covers the time

after the U.S, Congress severely limited, then cut off, all U.S, foreign
aid funds for Yugoslavis. It shows a different distribution of mili-
tary interchange means used, Migure 6.4 shows the smift to recipient
funding for most of the goods and services. The one FOREIGN AID funded,
ADMINISTRATIVE GOODS entry in Figure 6.4 is the provision of emergency
housing from U,S, military stockpiles in France following the disastrous
earthquake in Skopje in the summer of 1963, Under normal circunstances,
the military service providing such humanitarian assistance is reimbursed.
from funds specifically appropriated by Congress for di saster relief,
The variety of interchange means was restricted during this time
by Yugoslav unwillingness to accept further U.S. grants, and reluctance
within the U,S, Congress to provide any aid whatsoever to Yugoslavia.
The U.5. Administration remained interested in contimed support for
the Yugoslav government, however, and some of the means of interchange
used during this period reflect the flexibility of tils means of sup-
porting U.S. foreign policy. A good example is the use of military
offshore procurement to increase Yugoslav ability to purchase from the
U.S. through the foreign military sales programn, As mentioned in
Chapter V, in September, 1971, the U.S. militery forces in Europe in-
creased their anmial spending in Yugoslavia for meat and household furnie
ture from $20 million to $40 million. At the same time U.S, offictals in
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Washington announced that the annual payment ‘on Yugoslav debts to the
U.S., in the amount of $56 million had been postponed."’ These two actions
made available $96 million that could be used by the Yugoslavs to pur-
chase military equipment, parts and services from the United States,
through programs that did not require Congressional approval. In the
face of the contimiing history of Congressional restrictions on aid to
nations trading with opponents of the U.S, (Cuba, imposed in 1964, and
later North Vietnam, in 1966), this action illustrated the flexibility of
military interchange as a means of supporting U.S, foreign policy. Des-
pite Congressionally imposed restrictions on the use of foreign aid funds,
and continued Yugoslav reluctance to take U,S, grant aid, military inter.
change remained available in the form of foreign military ssles (RECIPIENT
FUNDED) and representation or services funded through the U.S. military
budgets,

In summary, military interchange was a part of U.S.-Yugoslav

relations throughout nearly all of the period between the rise of Tito
to national power in March, 1945, and the end of 1972. The types of
interchange used were varied, depending upon the desire in the U.S5. and
in Yugoslavia to use military resources to support foreign policy, and
the willingness within both states to provide funds for these activities.
When military interchange was not desired by the Yugoslavs (as in Phase I)
activity was limited to minimm contact by U.S. military attaches, When
the U.S. Congress did not desire to aid Yugoslavia but both the Yugo-
slavs and the U.S., Administration wanted to continue to develop military
contacts (as in Phase IIT) interchange was largely limited to RECIPIENT
FUNDED and MILITARY FUNDED activity. Throughout the more than 25 years

brhe New York Times, 19 September 1971, p. 25.
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studied, the Yugoslavs appeared to be primarily interested in U.S. GOODS
and SERVICES which would improve the OPERATIONS and LOGISTICS capability
of the Yugoslav military forces. In times of food shortage, or natursl
disaster, ADMINISTRATIVE GOODS and SERVICES were accepted to relieve
suffering.

As the willingness of the states to pay for military inter-
change shifted, there were changes in the patterns of activity. Initially
neither the U,S., nor Yugoslavia had funds for extensive military contact,
and activity was limited largely to representation. During the years of
‘extensive Matual Defense Assistance Program support (during Phase IT)
most activities were funded through this program. Later, as the Yugo-
glavs developed the ability to trade with the West, sales became more
important. Whatever funding means were availabic, however, there was
the potential for using military resources to support the development
of U,S,~Yugoslav relations, and during most of the period reviewed, some
form of military interchange was taking place.

PROJECTING THE POTENTIAL VALUE OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE

Given the variety of ways military resources may be used to sup-
port U.S, foreign policy, and the flexibdlity that this represents, it
would be useful to take advantage of U.S. experience in Yugoslavia when
Planning for the improvement of U.S, relations elsevhere in Eastern
Europe. The military interchange matrix does sid in this task by
identifying potential uses for military resources. This "projectingt
of potential uses for military interchange, as it is called in this study,
1s not an attempt to predict the course of U.S, relations in Eastern
Burops. The development of East-West relations is far too complex to be
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attempted without mich more information than was available during the
course of this study. However, if a plausible future situation can be
assumed for planning purposes, then potential uses for military inter-
change can be identified through the use of the matrix. The example
which follows postulates such a situstion in the Polish Pecple?s Republic,
It is provided as an example of how the matrix can be used as a tool
for planners to help identify possible types of mitary interchange for
further detailed consideration.

It wmst be emphasized that the scenario developed below is not a
prediction of the future of U,S. relations with any nation. Tt was
written to be plausible, to conform to the characteristics of the ares
and the nations involved, but it is not a prediction. Further, the sug-
gestion that mlitary interchange may have potentisl use in any particular
situstion is not a recommendation for such use, The decision to use mili-
tary resources in this way is usually based on considerations that are
broader than the military situstion alons., Mlitary advice is normally
availsble to policy makers, but the final decision rests with the Presi-
dent as Commander-in-Chief. Finally, these projections are not an
endorsement of a particular U.S. policy toward any country. Such endorse-
ments are beyond the scope of this study.

The method for projecting possible future uses of military inter-
change that was used in thds example is as follows:

1. The situation between the U.S, and the recipient country for
the desired time is described, based on the best assumptions available,

2. Based on this background, the desire for military interchange
by both the U.S. and the recipient is developed, and the possible gvail-
ability of funds is determined.
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3. Depending on willingness to use military resources, and the
availability of funds, cells of the matrix which are not feasible are
lined out and eliminated,

4, Those matrix cells remaining represent potentials for mili-
tary‘interchange. Specific acts for each type of interchange are then
identified.

5. Each act identified is considered further in light of overall
U.S. policy.

6. Those types of military interchange which remain feasible and
politically acceptable (from the standpoint of other U.S. relations) are
proposed as actions to support U.S, policy.

In the example which follows, this procedure has been followed
to develop posSible military interchinge actions between the U.S, and
the Polish Pecple's Republic in the immediate future, Two additionmal
examples are included in Appendix II, covering the Federal Socialist
Republic of Romania in the near future and the People's Republic of
Albanla in the long-range future,

t erchange Projection: The Polish People's 14c
in the Immediate Future. Poland is a close and faithful ally of the
U.5.5.R., but not completely under the control of Moscow. The Polish
Pecple have a history spanning more than a thousand years, and this
heritage has an influence on the attitudes of the Poles toward their
neighbors to the east, as well as thelr goals for the development of the
Polish state, A recent assessment of Polish development sees Poland as

a soclety in transition ¥, . . from chdvalry and cavalry . . , to . o .
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industrialization and internationsl 'realism.'S This transition is
reflected in many areas of Polish life, but most importantly in the drive
to develop Polish industrial production on a *realistic® Marxist-Leninist
model, Since the end of World War II, when Poland lay devastated after
more than six years of Nazi occupation, Polish industry has been built
into the major sector of the nation's eoconomic 1ife, Between 1950 and
1970 industrial investment grew at the average rate of 9 percent anmally.6
It 1s estimated that by 1980 industry and construction will provide nearly
72 percent of Polish natiomal incom.7 This growth, though impressive,
has been made by incresased volume rather than improved productivity
through the introduction of modern technology. Poland needs modern,
Western technology and Western markets to permit this growth to contime
as planned.e The Polish government has worked to build comercisl and
cultural relations with the United States, while following the lead of
Moscow in the broad outlines of policy.

Poland has a unique relationship with the U.S.S.R., They follow
what 18 seen as a hard line in external relations, supporting Soviet
policies abroad, while seeking to exercise limited internsl freedom to
guide the course of Polish society along a slightly different, but clearly
parallel, path,” They support economic integration into the Council

5Joseph R, Piszmsn, "Poland - Continuity and Change," in Peter
A. Thoma, ed., The Changing Face of Cormunism in Eastern Europe (Tucson:
Undversity of Arizona Press, 1570), p. %1,

6y.5. Department of the Army, Department of the Pamphlet

=-162: Area Handbook for Po (Washington, D.C.: Government Print-

ing Office, 1972), p. + (Hereafter referred to as DA Pam 550-162.)

"Ipad,

8mad., p. 172,

1bid., p. 177.
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for Mitual Economic Assistance (CEMA or Comecon) because it favors indu;-
trial development wiich Poland desires,!® They further support the
Warsaw Treaty Organization (WPO), and participated with the Soviets in
the 1968 invasion of (zechoslovakia, Poland is thus limited by the
U.S.S.R. in international relations, partiocularly of a military or
political nature, but seeking to develop a strong, modern industrial
soclety with a Polish, rather than a Soviet flavor.

The U.S. has attempted to deal with Poland as an independent
state, to the extent possible under thess conditions. U.S.-Polish rels-
tlons in commerce and science have been more extensive than with any
other East Buropean nation.!! Given these current conditions, there are
only limited possibilities for U,S.-Polish military interchange in the
immediate future, Foreign aid funded interchinge with Poland is not
likely, because of restrictions imposed by the U.S, Congress in 1968
prohibiting military assistance to nations trading with North Vietnan,
Recipient funded military interchinge is also not likely: Polish
deference to Soviet stands on international military policy, and Polish
integration into the WI'0 are likely to restrict their purchase of any
form of military interchange products from the U.S. 1In the category of
mlitary funded interchange, there are also restrictions, but there are
also some possibilities, The provision of U.S. military goods of any -

1°mg,.. p. 188. Comecon is the Soviet led alliance, founded in

" 1949 to promote and guide economie cooperation among Comminist-led

European states. The original theory, to develop internationsl division

of labor among Commnist states, has not been realized because of the

m.ugtance of some merber states to surrender economic sovereignty to
«S.S.R,

15,5, Department of State, Polish Pecple's Republic - Background
Notes, Department of State Publication No. 8020 Washington, D,C.: Govern-

ment Printing Office, 1972), p. 5.
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type is not likely as long as Poland is completely integrated into the |
WIO and supports Soviet military action by providing forces to the Warsaw
Pact. Because of this integration, the U.S. is alsoc not likely to desire
to provide intelligence interchange of any kind. Similarly, the inter
change of services are likely to be limited to emergency relief for
humanitarian reasons, such as the fully staffed hospital which was sent
to Yugoslavia following the earthquake in Skopje, Yugoslavia, in August,
1963.

Once these restructions on the use of military interchange have
been imposed, the types of activity still available to support U,S,
policy toward Yugoslavia are primarily in the product areas of INFORMA-
TION and REPRESENTATION, The chart at Pigure 6.5 shows these potentials.
If the decision were made to seek an increase in the level of military
interchange activity with the Poles, these are the types of activities |
that U.S. military planners could suggest. Suggestions would require
detalled analysis by policy makers to insure integration into overall
U.S. foreign policy. Activities might include the invitation of Polish
military attaches to visit certain defense installations where logistics
or admini strative training was underway (such as Fort Benjamin Harrison,
or Fort Lee). Such visits would not compromise U.S, security, but would
be 1ikely to appeal to Polish pride in their modern, mecharized armed
forces, and Polish desire to improve the technological level of their
society.12 More frequent and wider contact between Polish military
attaches in the United States and U.S. military leaders is also possible,
25 a low-profile way of improving relations without sacrificing security.

12po1ish pride in their modern armed forces is highlighted by
Jos;gh Fiszman in ks assessment of Poland today. See Fiszman, op. cit.,
p. 70,
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One issue which would affect the overall willingness of U.S.
policy makers to use military interchange at all is the stgtus of U.S.
relations with other Buropean powers, and the relationship of Poland
with those same states, If the use of military resources to develop
improved relations with the Poles will be interpreted in other 'Enropun
capitals (or indeed, in any other place which the U.S, considers important)
as an act counter to the best interests of Wéstem security, there is no
call for military interchange., However, thess means are available, and
can be used very quickly and quietly to support a change of policy,
even before it has become generally known to the American people or to
the world at large. In summary, for the immediate future, there are a
few military funded interchange means that are available to support U.5.~
Polish relations, which do represent some poux{ﬁal role for the mili.
tary in relations with East Buropean nations,

SUMMARY

Looking back over the discussion of U,S.-Yugoslav mlitary interw
change since World War II, several general observations can now be made,
First, the method of applying a structured analysis such as the military )
interchange matrix to data from the public press does provide some
insights into the role for the U.S. military in support of foreign policy.
This analysis 13 1imited by the lack of assured completeness of the data,
which will not include either items of classified information, or reports
of incidents considered by publishers to be too routine or uninteresting
to be printed.

Second, the role of military interchange is restricted by the
unwillingness of the recipient nation (in thds case the Yugoslavsm) ¢o
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. accept certain types of interchange. The possible scope of interchange
has been further limited by the U.S, Congress, which mist appropriate
funds to support Foreign Aid programs each year, and has used foreign
aid legislation as a forum to express criticism or disapproval of the
Administration on many occasions. None of these restrictions should be
considered permanent, Recipient nations have, in the past, rapidly
changed their willingness to conduct military interchange with the U.S.,
as Yugoslavia did in 1948, 1956 and 1968, in res;;onse to a perceived
threat from the U,5.5.R. Reluctance on the part of other nations is no
less 1likely to change suddenly, in response to future situations which
are only a matter of conjecture at the present time,

* Congressionsl opposition to foreign aid is not more permanent than
recipient unwillingness. When I;rael was threatened in October of 1973,
and massive shipments of U.S. military supplies were required to prevent
total defeat, Congressional support for the sale, on credit, of supplies
‘and equipment to Israel was immediate., If Congress perceives that the
United States can and ocught to help, grant aid will probably be avail-
able, If not, U.S, experience in Yugoslavia indicates that there are
military interchange means available which do not require Congressional
approval,

There does appear to be some potential for using the matrix to
aid in identifying possible uses of military interchange in the future.
The value of the military interchange matrix does not lie in being able
to predict how U.S. relations will develop. It is useful to provide an
overview of the range of military options available to policy makers
under given circumstances. Bach of the types of interchange shown on
the matrix is the responsibility of some office or staff agency in the
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Department of Defense, In many cases, each service has one or more |
elements that are responsible for planning for and proposing particular
types of military interchange., Except for a few high level staff offices
within the Defense and State Departments, it is difficult to find any
element with the broad responsibility to study the entire spectrum of
mlitary involvement in foreign policy in non-hostile situations, These
few offices are often operating under severe time pressure, particularly
during crisis situations. Staff planners in this situation do not have
time to sift leisurely through a loosely organized mental catalogue of
military capabilities with policy implications. They must have some _
means for ddentifying potentials for the use of military resources in
the situation at hand, or accept the suggestions of specialists who are
often not in a position to evaluate their own type of interchange in
relation to all possible types. The military interchange matrix, used
in the manner indicated in the scenario above, appears to provide an
effective tool for organizing staff proposals and insuring that every type
of interchange with potential application has been considered.



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSIONS: THE ROLE OF MILITARY INTERCHANGE

This study has focused in turn on the development of a matrix of
military interchange, a discussion of U.S.,-Yugoslav military interchange
using that matrix to array the examples of interchange reported in the
press, primarily The New York Times, and finally the application of the
matrix to projecting potential uses of military interchange in the future,
elsewhere in East Burope, Several observations can be made on the basis
of the discussion of these three related areas,

Military Interchange Matrix. Despite some initial problems of

ambiguity arising out of accepted military definmitions for functions and
mlitary interchange products, the matrix as developed proved easy to
use, Except for the funding category of certain high level visits by
U.S. officials to Yugoslavia to discuss military matters, and Tito's
official visit to the United States, other examples fell clearly into

one of the types of interchange defined by PRODUCT, FUNCTION and source
of FUNDING for military interchange. Returning to the characteristics

of good coding variables stated by G. David Garson and discussed in
Chapter II, the matrix meets the criteria with the understanding that
high level visits, though they may address military matters, are not,
strictly speaking "militery interchange.#l Distribution of data elements

1por a discussion of the properties of good coding variables, see
Chapter IT above, and G, David Garson, Handbook of Political Science
Yethods (Boston: Holbrook Press, 1971}, p. 76.

170
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among cells of the matrix is not uniform, but the concentrations, as
into foreign military sales, or foreign aid funded interchange, can be
explained by the broader political context within which the activity
was taking place.

The matrix provides s means for arraying incidents of military
interchange for study and review, It highlights the effect of two fac-
tors, the desire for military interchange and the willingness to pay
for it, on the actions of the recipient nation, the U.S, Congress and
the U.S. Administration. As these actors varied in their desire and
villingness to pay for military interchange, there were corresponding
changes in the nature of interchange means used. Analysis based on the
natrix draws attention to the potential disagreement between the Presi-
dent and Congress over the ﬁso of military resources to support U.S,
foreign policy. This is an appropriate focus, given the power of the
President, as Cormander-in-Chief, to order military forces into actd.on;
and the increasing Congressional concern with the employment of U.S.
nilitary forces overseas,

The matrix also shows some proxise as a tool for use by strategﬁ_.c
planners in identifying potential missions for the military in the de-
velopment of U,S, relstions sbroad. Specifically, it provides a general .
overview of the types of military activity that may be appropriste ina
given situation, and may aid in jdentifying specific military tasks far
enough in advance to permit careful evaluation before U.S, forces are

ordered into action.

U,S,-Yugoslav Military Interchange As Reported in The New York

Iimes, From the review of Yugoslav history and the develcopment of U.S5.-
Yugoslav relations prior to 1945, several theres emerge that have
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influenced the course of later military intei'change contacts: internal
dissension among the Yugoslavs, a fierce independence of spirit, Tito's
original loyalty to Soviet ideclogical leadership (which developed into
his ‘personal interpretation of Marxist-Lenini st ideclogy~~*M tot sm") and
the personal prestige of Tito himself.

These themes were operative during the period after World War II,
when Yugoslavia withdrew from the West, and worked to becoms the most
loyal of the Soviet partners. During this period the Yugoslav government
was fundamentally opposed to military contact with the West, and U,S.
interests, both in Congress and in the Admint stration were preoccupied
with the reconstruction of a Europe devastated by the war., U.S.-Tugo-
slav military interchange was 1imited to minor acts of representation,
funded by the U.S, military, and designed to keep open some channel of
commnication into Yugoslavia.

The period from June, 1948, until the end of U.S. mlitary "aidh
in March, 1958, was the most varied phase of military interchange. Dur-
ing this phase, both Belgrade and Washington (the President and Congress)
were generally in favor of U.S., military assistance to the Yugoslavs,
The U.S. was willing to fund such activities through foreig aid approp-
riations as well as through the operating budgets of the rilitary services.
Yugoslavia, at this time, was not sble to purchase military interchangs
products from the U.S. because of a lack of capital. The pattern of
interchange types employed during tiis phase indicstes these conditi ons,
in the absence of recipient funded activity, and the distribution of
reported incidents of military interchange between foreign aid and mili-
tary funding. Most activity was concentrated in American efforts to
provide opersational and logistic goods and services, along with the
representation necessary to develop effective relations.
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The third phase, covering the period from March, 1958, until the
end of 1972, is marked by Congressional unwillingness to support U.S.-
Yugoslav military interchange, and by Yugoslav fluctuation between 8
willingness to purchase considerable military goods, to apparent Yugo-
slav rejection of nearly all forms of U.S, mlitary contact beyond the
minimum provided through diplomatic representation, (This rejection
seemed to be the case during the height of U.S. invelvement in Vietnam,)
Review of military interchange during this phase demonstrates the flexi-
bility of this means of supporting U.S. foreign policy under widely
varying circumstances of desire for interchange and willingness to pay
for it.

During the review of this third phase, the limitations of The
g‘ew York Times as a data source became apparent, For the period that
the U,S. was most heavily involved in Vietnam (from February 1964 until
August 1968), there was no coverage of U.S.-Tugoslav military inter-
change in The New York Times, There was some form of representation in

progress, through the attaches if by no other means, but there was a
void in the press. Although this does not invalidate the matrix approach
to analysis of military interchange, nor does it eliminate The New York
Iimes as a source of unclassified data about the subject, it does estab-
1ish 1imits on the conclusions that can be drawn from such data: no
attempt is made to conclude in this study that the military interchange
reported in the press was the only activity between the U.S, and Yugo-
slav military forces. Coverage in the press is taken to indicate that
the activity did occur as reported, and the conclusions made here about
value of military interchange are made on the basis of events which
were reported.
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From this review of the patterns of U.S.-Tugoslav military

jnterchange it can be seen that military interchinge was a flexible
means supporting American relations with Yugoslavia through a wide
range of conditions, Mlitary resocurces were normally available for
this use, and could usually be tailored into a type of activity that
was acceptable to U.S, and Yugoslav authorities,

Application of the Matrix to Planning for Relations in East

Europe, After application to a hypothetical scensrio of the develop-
ment of U.S. relations with nations in Esst Burope, the matrix shows
some promise as a tool for strategic planners, Specifically, it pro-
vides a general overview of the type of military sctivity that may be
appropriate in a given situation. It. appears to ald in identifying
specific military tasks far enough in the sdvance to permit careful
evaluation of the impact of this militery jnvolvement, before a decision

to commit resources is required.
In conclusion, the military interchange matrix developed in

this study does provide a logical method of describing the forelgn

policy operations executed by the United Statest mlitary. This means

does show some promise as a device for projecting such operations into

new situations. When applied to the Mstory of U.3.-Tugoslav relations

since World War II, the flexible, available nature of military interchange
rt forelgn policy

is hghlighted., The use of military resources to suppo

has, on ocoasion, invalved mlitary personnel in stivities thal are

beyond the normsl scope of nilitary operations.

be anticipated and planned for. Military plamners and operators are
be invelved in military interchange activity for

Sach jpvolvement mast

likely to contime to




as long as the U,S. has any information, goods or services that are
desired by other states,
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APPENDIX I

Gmmﬂa m‘ U.S.-!UGOSMV
MILITARY INTERCEANGE

Included on succeeding pages are graphical representations of
eight of the nine historical periods of U.S.-Yugoslav military inter-
change discussed in Chapters IV and V. The first period, froa March
1946 to June 1948, is not included here since it is included in Chapter
VI, in the discussion of Fhase 1 of U,S.-Yugoslav relations,

The methods used to make these charts are the saue as were used
for the charts in Chapter VI. Esch reported instance of military
interchange was associated with a cell of the matrix, and each coll
which bad some activity then was £illed on the chart., Notes on each
chart below contain brief comments on the pajor trends identified in
each period, The charts included in tids appendix are 1isted belov.

FIGURE PERTOD T
L1 Jun 48 - ¥ar 51 Worried Rapprochsment
1.2 Mar 51 - May 55 sctive Commmity of Intarest
1.3 May 55 = May 57 Pearful Alienstion
T4 May 57 - Mar B friel Reconciliation
1.5 Yar 58 - Sep 61 Secret Seles
1.6 Sep 61 - Feb (4 Tugoslay Non-Aligment

1.7 Fob 6h - Ang 68 Jon-Aligment With Brosdening Contact

I.8 Aug 68 - Dec 72 Mlitary Interchange Revitalized

i
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APPENDIX IIX

THE MILITARY INTERCHANGE MATRIX AS
AN AID TO PLANNING

The use of the military interchange matrix was discussed in
Chapter VI. In addition to the projection of interchange with Poland
in the immediate future, twa other exaxples have been prepared, one for
possible interchange with the Socialist Republic of Romania in the near
future, and one for the People's Republic of Albaria. Following these
two examples is a brief discussion of the possibilities of improwving
the vduo of the matrix by developing a computer assisted data base for
generating military interchange options during the plarming process,

Socialist Republic of Romardas Military Interchange in the Near

Pature, Romarda, known to some as ", , . the maverick of the Warsav
bloe . , ." provides the locus for two to five Yyear projection of U.S.
ailitary interchange into East Burope.l The Romamians, whose iatory
spans 23 centuries of violent invasions, trace theiy cultural origins to
the Roman Empire, which controlled the sres during the first and second
centuries.’ Prior to World War II, the Romnians had losked to the
West, primarily France, for their cultural, social and techmological
leadership, Romardan history shows many exsmples of the state being

iThe phrase 1s taken from Thomes W. Wolfe's study of Soviet
power in Europe. See Thomas W. Wolfe, ot -
1970 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), p. 303.

%.5. Departaent of State alist 14c of Romanta--Back-
ground Notes, Departsent of Stats Fiaiertis B (Waskington, D.C.:

Government Printing Office, 1969), {8.?1.
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ruled by a small minority with varying degrees of guidance from outside,
hence the Communist takeover after World VWar IT was not umsua} 3

Since 1958, when occupation troops from the U,S.5.R. were removed

during a Soviet reduction of forces, the Romrdan goverrment has been

moving steadily toward a foreign policy independent of guidance from
Moscow, In 1962, Premier Gheorghiu-Dej rejected a Soviet attempt to
revive the Comecon as a supranational plaming body thet would have
required the Romanians to concenmtrate on providing agricultural products

- and raw mterials for other, more highly developed East Buropean mations.’

Responding to this Soviet led attempt to keep Romarda in an industrially
undeveloped state, the Romsnian government conmtracted with Britain and
France to bulld a large steel mill at Galati, near the mouth of the
Dambe. Western technology has been flowing to the country ever since,
although no alwvays at & rapid rate, The Romanian "New Course® developed
over the next two years, while the Soviets continued to exert pressure

to bring the country into a subservient, specialized role within Conocon.s
In April, 1964, the Romanian Communist Party (RCP) issued a statement
that has becoms known as the #Declaration of Marxist Independence,*

which held that intsgr;auon within Comecon was “incompatible with national
sovereignty."® Romamia and the United States exchanged anbassadors

BM.‘!." P. 2
%.5. Department of the Department of the Army Pamphlet
60 Handbook for Ron:? (Wastington, D.C.: Government Print.
ing Office, 1572), p. 158, (Hereafter referred to as DA Pam 5§50-160.)

SStephen Fischer-Galati, "The Soctalist ncpubnc of Romania,” in
P.ur Ao Tm, [ e LO RN LIng Xace . ] SR n rope (msm'
University of Aﬁ.m Press, 1970

SPor a text of tne statement see Williem E. Griffith, %e_t_
_'_131—.1_&..1%12_2 (Caxbridge: The M.I.7, Press, 1967), pp. 2
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shortly after this, in another step by the Romarians to improve their
relations with the West,

During the Cgech Crisis {n 1968, the Romanians mobilized their
armed forces, but not to sccompany Warssv Pact elements into Czechosla-
vakia. They prepared to oppose & Soviet invasion of Romands, which
seemed "imminenth during August and Septerber.” Although they opposed
U.S. policies in Vietnam, the Romanians invited President Kixon to
visit Bucharest after his visit to the Far Exst in the summer of 1969.
He accepted, and the visit (first by an Awerican President to a Come
minist state since the Teheran conference in 1945) was seen as 2 signifi~
cant demonstration of Romardan indepmdence from Soviet domination.’

Following the President's visit, economic relations betwesn the
U.S. and Romania began to improve, slthough they were haxpered by Con-
gressional restriotions on trade which hsd been impossd in 1966 against
nations supporting Hanoi, Staphen Fischer-Galati emphasizes the western
orientation of Romanian foreign policy:

The Romarian regime is relentlessly pursuing the well-establi shed
policies of building bridges to the West with the result that the
iils Tta sommy conimen to promen - dediimed furtiur,

Given this history of promising economic cooperation, a projection of
improving relations is not unlikely. Looking two to five yoars into the
future a scenario can be dram with improved Romanian-inerican relations

and some potentisl for military interchange,

71'1001)01'-0!1&“. Mo, Pe 35.

8pA_Pam 5%-160, p. 159.
9Pischer-Galatl, op, eit., p. 36,
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Relations have contimed to progress, with trade increasing
sharply once most favored nation status was granted, U.S. ships are
making regular calls at Romsrian Black Sea ports, carefully watched by
Soviet irawlera. but not hampered in internationsl waters, Romania has
developed a closer alignment with Yugoslavia: the joint project to
construct hydroelectric facilities at the Iron Gate on the Danube River
led to regional associations in other agricultural and technical fields.
Rumors are occasionally surfaced about a Balkan Federation to tie
more closely these two countries which now share very similar political
philosophies,

In the United States, the Administration is encouraged by this
spparently pro-Western atmosphere, and is seeking to contribute to the
development of U,.S.-Romantan relations in all possible ways that do
not jespordigze relations elsewhere in Europe, Congress has spproved

1imited economic assistance to Romanias the U.S, may provide loans or

grants to Romania for economic or industrial development, and the U.S.
government will guarantee private investment by U.S, citigens in Romania,
but military grant 2id has been cut from the budget every year aince
1976, when the President first asked for funds to assist the Romanians
in modernizing their coastal patrol fleet. (Premier Ion Maurer had
requested during a visit to Washington in 1975, limited U.S. support to
improve the ability of the Romanian navy to protect U.S. shipping in the
Hlack Sea.) Some Congressional leaders were willing to see the U.S.
become involved in military sales to the Romanians, if the list of

itens vas very carefully limited, but the House Foreign Affairs Committee
vas ademant that no U.S. tax revenue would be used to pay for "Comminist
speed boats.” In short, the Romanian government and the U.S. President
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Tavored expanded U.S.-Romarmian military interchange, but the U.S. Congress
was divided on the issue. The Romanians had limited U.S. dollar re-
sources, and would prefer not to spend them for military interchange if
possible. Congress had refused to provide foreign ald funding, but
the Administration was in s position to provide military funded inter-
change and would do 30, S0 leng as it did not damage U,S, relations with
other states, |

In this situation, what types of military interchange might be
propoud by strategic planners as part of U.S, policy toward Romarda?
FigureII,1 shows a military interchange matrix on which those types of
interchange that are not feasible have been lined through, All POREIGY
AID funded interchange has been eliminsted because of the Congressional
restrictions, ALl interchange involving the INTELLIGENCE function, ex-
copt selective military procurement of information from the Ramarians,
has been eliminated, because of a DOD perception of the harmful effect
that intelligence cocperation would have on the course of detente in
Rarope, Romanian RECIPIENT funded procurement of goods and services
is not considered feasible in light of the limited U.S. currency avail-
able to the Romanians, Even with thess restricticns, there are a mmmber
of possible types of interchange that should be evaluated carefully to
see 1f they support U.S. objectives in Romania. Three of these are
mumbered on the matrix, and described in more detail, to $1lustrate,
conceptually how they might be developed.

1. Offshore procurement for U.S. military forces in Burope. The

Department of Defense could let contractsz in Romamia for fresh PXO~
duce, dairy products and meat. Such a program, similar to the one

imtiated in Yugoslavia in 1971, would bring U.S. military logisticians

into limited contact with important individuals in the Romanian

economic structure. It would also provide an additional source of

dollars for the Romanians, s0 that in the - future, foreign military

;g;; m;.ght be feasible for them, (MILITARY FUNDED, ADMINISTRATIVE
CE
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2, Visits to Romania by working level teams of U.Ss.
health specialists. Mlitary specialists in ep&deﬂoloyﬁm
minicable diseases are respected professionals both in and out of
the military commnity. A team of such experts could conduct a
health service mission to Romania, as guests of the Romsnian govern-
ment, Such a visit would be a low cost effort, well within the
ability of the Romamians to afford, but would produce a high return
in medical information as well as suggestions for improved public

health programs in Romania, (REBCIPIENT FUNDED, ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICE .

3. U.S. Navy ship visit to the Romanian Navy base at Mangslia,
The U,S. Navy has right of access to the Black Sea, and s patrol

from the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean Ocean ocould pay an official
courtesy call on the Commander of the Romanisn Navy at his major base,
Jjust north of the Bulgarian border. This would be an easy operation
to plan and conduct, but the timing would be critical because of the
psychological impact of U.S. Navy forces operating in territorial
waters in the Black Sea, (MILITARY FUNDED, OPERATIONAL REPRESENTA-
TION)

These are only three of many types of military interchange
activities that would be possible under the scenario described above,
Imaginstive use of the military interchange matrix should suggest others
that would meet whatever restrictions were imposed by sn actual situa-
tion as it developed., Of the three examples described above, two, the
ship visit and offshore procurezent, have been used successfully with
s Buropean country under Commnist control, as part of U,S.-Yugoslav
relations. For the mid range projection, there appears to be some
possibility that military interchange would play a part 4in the develop-
ment of U.S. relations with Romamia, at least if the hypothetical

scenario desoribed above should ever come to pass.

People's e of te the -
Future. Albanis, the smallest and economically most bacikward of the
European Commmist nations, guffers from such & lack of resources that
t of the
foreign aid is a necessity for the contimed developmen
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nation.10 Internal development of the nation has been further restricted
by the rugged terrain: steep hills and swift rivers subject to seasoml
flooding make road building difficult, and effective maintenance almost
impossible for the Albanians.!l The country is cut off froa the rest
of the Balkan pouin:ula by this same rugged terrsin. In 1971 there
were only three hard-surfaced rosds leading out of the country, snd one
of those was built during the Roman Bnpire.'lz Rail commanications are
no better, 1In 1970 there were 135 miles of completed rail lines in the
country, and no rail comnections with Albaria’s uo:I.ghbors.13

This rugged terrain has not deterred foreign powers from control-
ling Albania. Except for a 35 year period in the mid 15th century, the
Albanians were ruled by outside powers until 1912.1% At the Paris Peace
Conference in 1920, efforts to divide Albania were thwarted, and the state
remained independent until the eve of World War IT.15 In 1939 Italy
ammexed Albania, and since that time the Albanians have been dominated
by the Italians, Germans, Yugoslavs, Soviets and Chinese, In the past,
Albania has profited by playing external powers against each other,

10y, S. Department of the Army, Department of the Army Pamphlet
a Handbook: for :a (Washington, D.C.: Government Print-

ing Office, 1971), PP. . (Hereafter referred to as DA Pam 550-98.)
Iimg" Pe "’5.
12MO0 Pe m‘v

13m_d_, v Po 46,

: 4y s, Department of State, People! ¢ of Albamige-
ound Notes, Department of State Publication 8217 (Waskdington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1971), p. i. (Hereafter referred to as

Albania~-Background Notes.)

15mmi s effort to oppose the dismemberment of the Balkans after
World War I was led by President Wilson of the U,5. See Chapter IIT
above for comment of the effects of Wilson's efforts on U.S.-Yugoslav
relations,
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manipulating external rivalries to utisfy.some national goal, For
example, in 1948, the Albanians took advantage of the Soviet-Yugoslav
rift to rid themselves of Yugoslav domination which had bog\in to have
sﬁrong overtones of being swallowed up by Belgrade (at least from the
Albanian porspootivo).ié Tids same technique was followed in 1960,
vhen Albanias took advantage of the growing &no-Soviet split to escape
from the close control of the U.S.S.R, into a partnerskdp with China.
According to one analyst, the Albanians have sought to place their own
nationsl gosls sbove those of the world Commnist system for the past
25 you-a." These national goals, as stated by the ruling Albanian
Comminist Party (the Albanian Party of Labor, or APL) are:

« + « to preserve and control their grip on Albania, to maintain
the independence and territorial integrity of Albamia, and to mod-
ernize Albania in accordance with the Leninist-Stalinist Soviet
model 1 :

Albania’s current position in the international commmity, as a loyal
tut very dependent ally of the People's Republic of China, appears to
£it into the Albanian pattern, and to contribute to these objectives,

The United States has had no formal diplomstic relations with

Albania since 1979, at the time of the Ttalian amexation.l9 an

American mission in 1944 to the Communist-led National Iiberation Fromt

16jicholas C. Pano, "Albania in the Sixties," in Peter A, Toms,
op, cit., p. 248, According to Milovan Djilas, Stalin had encouraged
the Yugoslavs to take this action in order to force Albania into greater

dependence on the U.S.S.R. See Mlovan Dilas, p ons n
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1962), PPW
17pano, o, cit., p. 209,
1814, , p. 247, |
19Mbards--Backeround Notes, p. 4.
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government was unrecognized for two years, and finally harassed into
leaving.zo Since that time there has been no formal contact between

the two countries,

This picture of Albania, isolated from the United States, and
fixed on a doctrinaire Leminist-Stalinist model for internal development,
does not suggest much potential for the use of military interchange:
there can be no interchange where there is __116 relationship. However,
the relations between nations are not permanently fixed, and developments
in the long range future could bring the U.S. and Albania closer together,
as the following scenario is meant to suggest.

Looking eight to ten years into the future, the reasons for
Albanian isolation from the U.S. have begun to diminish. After the
death of Tito in 1976, an internal struggle for power began in Yugoslavia
between Serbian and Croatian elements of the Lesgue of Commnists of
Tugoslavia (the Yugoslav Communist Party (LCY)). Tiis struggle opened
the old wounds of nationality conflict in Yugoslavia, and quickly took
on the characteristics of a major civil war, The Serblan faction, which
had the upper hand initially, called upon the U.S.S.R, for support,
claiming that their Croatian opponents were seeking to turn the nation
from the path toward socialism, using clandestins U,S. assistance.

In fact, the U.S. did bhave contact with the Croatian faction by virtue
of previcus military-to-military contscts with the Yugoslav armed forces,
but U.S. aid was limited to advice and information,

The Albanians took advantage of this situation to raise the
issue of independence for the Albanian pecple of Kosovo. As before,
their claims were based on the ethmic origins of the people. The Croatian

201pid.
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faction in Yugoslavia seemed most roccptd.v:e to the Alganian position,
and Albania began to support them in propaganda broadcasts and in the
debate over the fate of Yugoslavia which dragged on in the United Nations
General Assembly, Eventually the Serbian elements were succesaful in
large measure due to strong backing from the U.3.S.R. which included
the provision of military supplies and squipment, but stopped short of
advisers or military units, With the Serbian government in power, Yugo-
slav foreign policy became more strongly pro-Soviet than at any time
since the break in 1948, Albamia denounced this shift in position,
and supported the PRC in condemming U.S.S.R, intervention in the inteinal
affairs of Yugoslavia. In response to this cozndmtion. there was an
uprising among the Albantan minority in Kosovo, who demanded that the
new Belgrade government take their case for secession to the U.N. The
uprising was quickly put down by Serbian elements within the Yugoslav
military using Soviet equipment, During operations in Kosovo the Yugo.
slav Army maneuvered toward the Albanian border, and Albanian leaders
feared that they were about to be overrun by the Serbs, They appealed
to their principal ally, the PRC, for assistance. China, lacking the
strategic mobility necessary to respond quickly, and fearing that
inmediate action was required to prevent the outbreak of World War III
in the Balkans, called privately upon the United States to aid the
Albapians in preserving their territorial integrity, The Chinese used
their good offices to bring U.S. and Albamian leaders together for the
first time since 1939.

In direct coordination, the Albamlans requested immediate, cone
ﬂnciné. low key help from the U.S. to prevent a Yugoslav takeover. By
this time public opimion in the United States had identified the
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Albanrians as *poor, forgotten underdogs of ‘the Balkans" and was urging
. Congress to provide whatever assistance was necessary to keep this tiny
nation from being swallowed by its neighbor, The President, considering
vhat direction U.S. policy ought to take, asked the Secretary of Defense
vhat role he thought the military ought to play in this situation.

The potentials for military interchange with Albaria under these
conditions are shown in Figure II.2 as types which have not been lined
out, All FOREIGN AID funded interchange is eliminated since Congress
has not yet acted to permit aid to Albamia, although such aotion is
likely in the near future, The Albanian economy has been strained to
the breaking point by the orisis, and there is no reserve to purchase
military goods, services or information, therefore RECIPIENT funded intere
change has been eliminated., Even if resources were available, they would

® not be in dollars, since there has been only negligible trade with the
U.S, for the past 40 years. Certain other types of interchange are
possible, but are not likely to have the immediate effect required under
the present ciroumstances,

The types of interchange numbered on the matrix in Migure IT.2
appear to have some potential for responding to this crisis,

1. Offshore maneuvers and ship visit., The Sixth Fleet could be
ordered to conduct mansuvers near the Albanian coast, either in
international waters, or if the U.S. desired to show stronger Albanian
approval, in territorial waters in conjunction with the Albanian
coastal defense forces. During maneuvers, U,S. ships could call
at the Albardan Navy base on the island of Suzan, in the mouth of

Viore Bay (where the Soviets had a submarine base until 1960),21
(MILITARY FUNDED, OPERATIONAL REPRESENTATTOR)

21 general discussion of the Albanian Favy is found in DA Pam
330-%, pp. 184-85.
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2, Naval assistance-.coastal blockide., If a stronger form of

asslstance is required, the U.S. Sixth Fleet could participate in

a blockade of the Albanian coast, in support of Albanian defense
plans, Such a move would be clearly defensive in nature, and not
likely to involve U.S, military forces in a conflict with either
Yugoslav or Soviet forces, but it would be a visible sign of sup=-

" port, and a service much needed by the Albamans. (MILITARY FUNDED,

OPERATIONAL SERVICE)

3, Intelligence support, The United States could make avail-
able to the Albanians either processed intelligence or unprocessed
information concerning the disposition of troops threatening their
borders, Such information would permit the Albanians to maximize
the effectiveness of their defenses. (MILITARY FUNDED, INT'ELLIGENCE
SERVICE)

' 4, Unattended ground sensors, The United States could make
available, as either a2 loan or an outright gift from military
stockpiles, remote sensor equipment such as unattended ground sensors
and surveillance radars, to help the Albanians improve their capa-
bility to detect an invasion, (MILITARY FUNDED, INTELLIGENCE GOODS)

As in the previous scenario, thess sre only a few of the possibili-

ties for military interchange that would exist if a situation such as

this scenmario should come to pass. Each possible type of military involve-
ment should be carefully evaluated to insure that it does support U.S,
policies both in the particular case, and in the broader context of U.S.

foreign relations,

toma the tere Matrix, A detailed study of
the possibilities of automating the matrix developed in this study is
beyond the scope of the current effort. However, there is clearly a
need for further study in this area. The matrix is a straightforward
problem in coding and sorting. It could be sutomated simply, by develop-
ing a program that would file historical instances of military interchange
by the characteristics of their cell location, and produce either a list-
ing of the examples in any one cell or all examples with the same charac-

teristic (i.e., type of FUNDING, FUNCTION or PROIUCT) or an entire map
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of past military interchange activity, This Mstorical file could be
further coded by region and nation, so that a single search would pro.
duce the titles or brief descriptions of past military interchange
activity that had been used in a particular country or region.

The procedures for coding entries for such a computer assisted
data base would require refinement to insure that the coding was
independent of the operator. That is, each individusl who coded
entires should be able to put a given example of military interchange
in the same cell of the matrix.

A second, more exploratory possibility would involve develop-
ing 48 scenarios, each one written to describe in detail how military

‘ interchange in one cell of the matrix might be carried out, These

scenarios could then be stored as *baseline projections,” to be used
under actual, more definitive situations, to develop poliocy proposals
for the use of military interchange,
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